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ABSTRACT

c This report describes the evaluation plan fdt the 1973-74
scale field test'of the Comprehension element of the:Wf6Consln

for Reading Skill Development arid presn* results for the A

test objectives investigate
The field test was con cted in ten elementary (K-6) sc

in Wisconsin and one in Colo ado. Eight Of the schools were 1

small-city and suburban area 'where reading achievement is typli y at

or above.gradejevel (site type A), while the.remaining two were urban

schools where reading achievement is typtcally below grade levelj..,(aite

type 8). Site differences als6 included school Organization, whether
multiunit or conventional, and the number of Design elements being

implemented at that
Field test objectiv s-1 to 3 pertained to produ uaatlity; resuits

-

on the whole, were positive:.

1. Product Implementationattainment of the ten developer-stated

requisites for effective implementatiOn s"generally satisfactory in

the site type A schools:for all requisit and in the site type B schools

tOr 'eight of the requisites. . 6 , .

2. product feasibility--school staff of both site types considered

the product a Viable program.for element4y schools.

3. Product deficiencies--school staf members.identified errors,

4C.J.

t field

ls, nin
ated

omissions, and confusions in the product's materials.

Objectives 4 to'8were concerned with product effectiveness.
N.

Measurement'employed both program-embedded and standardiied tests. The

evaluation design for objectives 4 and 5 utilized a'cross-sebtional.

comparison of the performanceof learners of the same age/grade level'in

the field .te.ipt sites in dtfferent academic years--immediately,prior to

product installation (Fall 1973, preimplementation group)and near the

end of the first year of implementation (Fall 1974, implementation

group). Each age/grade level pieimplementation group served, as the

control,for the group of learners at the same age/grade level one year

.later. Longitudinal comparisons were also made with the standardized:

measures.
Results for objectives 4 to 8 are reported according to site type:

4. Cross-sectional cc:imperative performance-.-program-embedded
tests--comparisons were positie for 22 of the 28 Design objectives

assessed in the site.type A schools and for 21 of the 29 dbjectifves

assessed in the site type 9.chools.

ix
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5. Cross-sectional comparative performance--standardized reading

achievement testa--qpins_ w score means occurred at all grade levels

tested in the site type A sch ls and at four of five grade levels

tested in the site B schools.
6. Longitudinal comparative performante of individual students--

standardized readihg achievement tests--across ihree grade level com-

parlsons for the site type A schools, 15.4% of .the students experienced

a loss in grade equivalent, 5.4% exPerienced no change in grade equi-'

valent scores, 27.9%,a gain from a month to a ye and 51,3% a galn of

14 or better. ,Across two grade level comparisons the site type 13"---

schools', 23.2% of the students'experienced a loss in g re.equival,ent,

7.2% erienced no-change ade equivalent scores, 3.314 a gain from

a mont (r, and 36.2$ a
7. erce t masters afb4r

cent maste across all of.the
the site tyP A 4bbools and 60

g id of 1.1 or better. .

skill instructiOn--the rand total per

Design Comprehensiop ski ls,was 71.9% for

.3% for the site tvEe B ach

8. Skill retenqpn--the overall retention
at break-in testiT or after instruction was 85.

schools and 77:N for the site type B schools.

.

.

rate for ak ls mastered
% for the si e type-A

4.

I
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THE PRODUCT

OVERVIEW

The Wisconsin Design for Reading Skill Development (Design) is an

objective-baffled system that provides both structure and substance for an

elementary school reading program, kindergarten.through grade six.. The

Design provides the basis for a skill-oriented approach to the'teaching

of reading and is based on the assumption that if learners master essen-

tial subskills, they will be successful readers. The four major i n

components are (1) skills and objectives; (2) issessment mater' ls; (3)

instructional resources; and (4) management techniques and mat rials.

Skills and Ob ectives

The structure of the Design is provided by its Outline of Reading

Skills (Otto & Askov, 1974), a scope and sequence description of what

the developers believe to be essential reading skills for the elementary

school. The skills are grouped into six main areas: Word Attack, Com-

prehension, Study Skills, Self-Directed Reading, Interpretive Reading,

and Creative Reading. Each area is subdivided into levels that corre-

spond roughly to grade levels as shown in Table 1.

An instructional objective has been developed for each,skill--45

objectives for Word Attack, 36 for Comprehension, 71 for Study Skills,

15 for Self-Directed Reading, 18 for Interpretive Reading, and 14 for

Creative Reading. Two types of instructional objeCtives have been

developed for the-six Design skill areas. There are behavioral, or

prescriptive, object,ives for the Word Attack, Comprehension, and Study

Skills areas; and t14re are expressive, or descriptive, objectiims for

the Self-Directed, Interpretive, and Creative Reading areas. A prescrip-

tive objective specifies what a child is to doiP'to attain mastery of the

skill; it is written at a mid-level of specificity and assumes an 80%

criterion for mastery. The expressive objectives are quite different in

that they are mainly descriptions of activities that are judged to be

relevant to the development of skills in the Self-Directed, Interpre-

tive, and CreatiVe Reading areas. Expressive objectives-permit focus on

the important aspects of reading instruction for which there are intended,

yet unassessable, results.
A terminal objective has been statea far the Word Attack, Compre-

hension, and Study Skills elements (see the respective teacher's planning

13 .
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TABLE 1

-DESIGN SKILLS BY AREA AND BY TRADITIONAL GRADE LEVEL

Ski1.1 Area 2 3 6

Word Attack A B C

Comprehension

Study Skills A B .
C

Self-Directed Reading A -C ---4

Interpretive Reading A-C ---4

creative Reading 4-- A-C --4

'E

E

D-E F-G

D-E F-G

D-E F-G

°guides for the terminal objectives of Word ttack and Study Skills).

The terminal objective states the student p4itcome expectations once all

of the instructional objectives have been mastered.

/

Assessment Materials 44

CriterionTreferenced assessment materials have been developed to

assess the behavioral objectives in the Word Attack, Comprehension, and

Study Skills areas. There is a_test to assess each objective. The

Wisconsin,Tests of Reading Skill Development (Wrium) and performance

tests comprise the formal assessment compo4nt. The WTRSD are paper-

and.peiicil tests which can be group administered and scored either by

hand or by computer. They are available in two parallel'forms and in

either hand-scorable, single-sheet format (for a single objective)

or machine-scorable, booklet format (for all the objectives at a given

level).. Typically, the booklets are used for break-in testing to find

the students' initial instruitional levels, and the single-sheet tests

are used after skill illtuction-to assess individual attainment of

criterion performApce. erformance tests, developed for the behavioral

objectives that cannot be assessed by writtft means, 'are individually

administered and require oral and/or motor responses. Manuals for test-

administrators are a part of the assessment materials.

Informal assessment exercises, called Guides,to Informal Individual

Skill Observation (Otto & Askov, 1974), are also available for the Word

Attack skills. The guides provide directions for observing learner

behavior. They are criterion-referenced in the same sense that the

14



WTRSD and the performance tests are; they are designed to sample criteriop
behaviors that are prescribed by objectives. In practice, these guides
serve as supplements to the formal tests.1 Where the formal tests bring
objectivity and reliability to the assessment process, the informal
gUides offer flexibility and, in some i4stances, a different way to-

/
observe a skill.

In the Self-Directed, Interpret e, and Creative Reading areas
there are no criterion-referenced aOessment materials. Instead,
teachers are urged to plan systemac exposure of each learner to all of
the skills and relateftactivitieb over relatively long time periods and,
to observe and judge performance in view of the general descriptive
statement. Since mastery, per se, is not the goal, the evaluative task
involves informal observations/upon what-has been produced as the learneii
is exposed to a skill. 0/

InstAictional Resources

Bdicause a Vast array of commercially-published m4terials is
already available for,teaching most of the essential skills, the Design
includes a component,called the teacher's resource file, which is a means
for organizing existing materials and activities. There is a teacher's
resource file,for Och skill area which has behaioral objectives--Word
Attack,'-Comprehension, and Study Skills. Within each file, materials
and activities are identified,and organized by objective. On the inside-
of eachfile folder are printed the behavioral objective for a particular
skill and a list of commercially-publidhed printed,'audiovisual, and
multimedia materials that are useful in teaching the skill. The commercial
materials listed represent only a-limited sampling of the vast array Of
materials available. Teacher-directed activitie4 are proAded as inserts
to each'folder and are intended as guides in planning skill instruction.
Thus, in each file there is a collection of materials and activities
appropriate for teaching the criterion behavior(s) prescribed by each
objective. The collection is viewed as a "starter set" to which teachers
are expected to add whatever local resourses they judge to be relevant
to the objectives and to the needs of their pupils.

There is a single teacher's resource file for the Self-Directed,.
Interpretive, and Creative Reading areas._ Its organization is similar
to that of the files for the other areas, with a specific folder for
each skill strand at each level. The main difference isjphat the material
related to each skill is organized to provide breadth orexposure rather
than mastery of prescribed criterion behavior. The teacher's task in
Self-Directed, Interpretive,,and Creative Reading.is to give learners
opportunities to develop the skilfs through situations in which they
bring to bear personal meanings and,express their individuality.

Management Techniques and Materials

Three components of the Design are directed specifically at pro-
viding assistance-with its management and implementation. The Rationale
and Guidelines (Otto & Askov, 1974), which describes all six skill areas
of the Design, provides a rationale for the-development of the Design

15
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,

and guidelines for its implementation. There are separate teacher's

Planning guides for Word Attack,,."for Comprehension, and for Study Skills,

ahd one guide-fór Self-Directed, Interprktive, and Creatiye Reading:

The planning guides includethe specific information teachers need to

implement an objectiverbased apprOach to each skill area. Taken to-

gether,.the Rationale-and...Guidelines and the teacher's planning guides

provide the practical assistance that will enable a school staff to plan

and carry out the assessment, grouping, scheduling, and record keeping

that is required fot suCcessful implementation.
-A final Management component is the profile card: Profile-cards

axe provided in Word Attack, COmprenension,,and Study Skills,eorleeping,

a current recoid.of ea# individual learner's skill developMent status.
On,the Comprehension praline card, for example, all of the Design COmprer

hension skills are listed by level; a corresponding hole by each skill/

is notched open when the learner achieves 'mastery of;that skill. When -

current, the profile card Shows Which behavibral objectives a learner- -

has and has not attained at a given time. The-one'record.card for Selfr,-_

Directed, Interpretive, and Creative Reading is designed for recording

the number of exposures aAearner has had to each of the descriptive

objectives.
In summary, the Design, with'its four major componens--skille and

objectives, assessmenç materials, instructional resources, and manage-

ment techniques and m erials--is a model for focused reading instruc-

tion: The Design is coItceptualized to identify essential skills, specify

these skills with objectives, assess ers' skill deveppment, organize

instructional materials and prócedur nage instruction, and monitor

learners' progress. The Rationale-and delines (Otto & Askov,4974)

should be consulted for a complete description of the program.

The Design has been under development since 1967; during this

period it has undergone revisions based upon information gathered from

content and measurement experts, teachers, evaluators, and several 4ield

tryouts. A large-scale field tryout of the Word Attack element was

conducted in 1970-72, and of the Study Skills element in 1971-3. A

pilot test of the Self-Directed, Interpretive, and Creative Reading

elements occurred in 1972-73. AlLelements except Comprehension are now

available in commercial edition.
The Design provides a framework for an effective skill development

program in reading, and this framework is compatible with the program of

the Wisconsin Research and Development Center for Cognitive Learning,

Individually Guided Education (IGE). IGE is a comprehensive alternative

form of schooling. Built fram research findings and actual tryouts in

school settings, IGE provides an educational experience for each child

which .takes into account what he already knows, how rapidly he learns,

and how he goes about learning. To help schools achieve this goal, IGE

provides for changes in the total educational system.,
The Instructional Programing Model (IPM), perhaps the most crucial

element of IGE, helps schools focus on individual needs. Ihe IPM pro-

vides a framework for setting educational objectives; seleCting a range

of specific instructional objectives.; assessing learners' performance;

Setting objectives for each learner; planning and implementing instruc-

tion via activities, materials and media, and time, space, and equip-

ment; and reassessing learners' attainment of objectives. The prin-

16
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cililes of the IPM are emboaled

$
in the Design. Implementation of IGE

through use of the Design involves assessing each learner's skill develop-
ment, grouping learners who need :to develop the same skill or config- ,

.

is

iuration of dkills,,prOviding.individual assistance aenecessary within'.

each group to take into acCount differences in rate and style of learning,'

proviOing forkindependent activity or study, reassessing, and regrouping

as soMe learners evelop the configuration of skills, or'partof theM, .

and others do mot. The four major comppnentsof the Design, previously ,

described, facilitate ipplementation of. the Instructional Progkaming
Model element of IGE,

OBJECTIVE§ FOR' THE.C9MPREHENSION ELEMENT

. .

Thirty=siX Comprellension skill's were identified after a'careful .

,

survey of theprofesstonal litersture, assessment'and.instructional.
materiaie; ana standardized tests-in the Srea of OomprehefisiOn. -Two

basic assumptions distinguish thepesign'slliodel.of Comprehension,from

other models. -First; the developers found it necessary,to.distingti sh
between'skillS requiring convergent thinking and those kequiring di

vergent thinking. The Design Comprehension model deals only with those
skills which require convergent thinking,.i.e., there are rightand '

wrong answers. Skills that encourage divergent thinking are appropri-

ately placed'in the Design's Interpretive and Creative Reading areas

where the descriptive objectives allow more latitude in responses.

Divergent thinking offers no right or. wrong. answers; it involves

questions which have answers that are open to interpr on.

The second dist2nction between the Design model a that offered in
er

traditional materials occurs in the treatment of inferential thinking.

Many programs offer-a skill commonly referred to as "Inferential Thinking."

The developers, however, found that'inferential thinking cuts across all

skills and levels.- In the Design, therefore, inferential skills are not,
treated independently but are embodied in separate skills, e.g., inferring,

the main idea, inferring an outcome, etc,

Specific Objectiiree

The Comprehension objectives are organized by strand and by level.

Each strand,includes related skills which recur at higher levels-with

more complex behavior expected at each successive level. The skill
levels corresponclgenerally to the grade levels shown in Table 1. Ther

are six strands and seven levels. The matrix of skills for each stran

and level is shown in Table 2. Some of the strands have more than on

skill at a particular level. For example, there are two reasoning

skills at each of Levels A, F, and G. Also, there ts not always a s ill'

for each strand at each level. For example, there ake no Detail.sk lls
at Levels A:and G; Context skills occur only at Levels D, E, and G The

levels are arranged in sequence. Within a level, however, there ifr no

hierarchy of skills. The skill number designations shown in Tabl 2 are

17



TABLE 2

MATRIX. OF COMPREHENSION MILL NtlimiRe
'BY STRAND AND LEVEL

p
'-i'

Level : .

N.

.'

,

I.

SequenCe 2 2 2. 2 2, 2- ,- 1
,

Reasoning '3 3 3 . 3 2% ..

4 .4 .3

,

Detail c.4 4 4 4 5

5 5

Context

Affixes , 6

.

for reference purposes only; they.are'a ClInvenience for school personnel '

since teachers usuilly,deal with.skills within "one level at a tiMe.

Information'in some.of the later tableS and text refers to the 'skills by

level and number rather than by strand:and skill name.'
The "Statement' of'Skills and Oblectives for Comprehension," small-

scale field test edition, is presented in Appendix A. Chapter 2 of.the

Comprehension teacher's planningguide'(Chester, Askov, Hudson, &)tto,
1974) gives a complete description of the skills and their organization

for the large-scale,field test edition, which.is not subAantially,
different from the small-scale field teSt edition.

'COMPONENTS

The following materials, which are described-in the Overview,
available for use during the field teqt:

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Development: Comprehension
Machine-sdorable booklet edition? Levels A-D, Form I
Hand-scorable separate.edition, Levels A-D, Forms I and II
Reusable booklet edition, Levels E-G, Forme I and II
Machine-scorable answer sheets, Levels E-G, Forms I and II

18



Hand-scorabf answer
Test Administ tor's

Teachet's'Resource le:

Teacher's Planning Gu de:
Profile cards: Compre s

sheets, Levels E-G, Forms*I and II
Manuals, Levels A-G
Comprehension, Levels A-G
Comprehension
ion

REQUISITES FOR EFFECTIVE IMPLEM TION-

,

Certai0 conditions
sary for effective impl
and implementation were
sites 1 to 3 pertain to

were consi ered by the developers .to 1e neces-.

ementation- Ten requirements for installation-
stated for( field tegg participants. ReqUi-

product insta ation, While requisites 4 to.lo

-4

pertain.to the instructional, assessment, and manageent aspects of

implementation. . .

: 1. Local repi4sentatives of the field test scno9ls must att6nd a

one-tday Center-sponsored inse5vice-tp.acatuire information regarding

implementation of/the prodact.-
- 2.- Within one 'month following the Center inservice, local school
represelitativeS'mUst conduct interVice sessiOns for local faculties to

\ provide infOrmation and Support for-implementing the product.'. The '

*fa4enda for t4e sessions shouldanclude a description of Ite4prodtict,'
.

strategies for scheduling instruction,and opportunities forAebying
local,materials to the product's behavioral objectives.

3...Initia1 break-in testing must be'conducted to identify initial

11'7

indpructional levels for learners i rades One to six (including kinder-

gaften-second.semester).. Retesting u9t be Conducted within three weeks

at 4 pigher or lower level for. learners Who were tested'at an inappro-

,pribie.breakin level. New learners must receive.break-in testing
,. .

within one month after entering school.
4. 'The local faculty must dempnstraie a commitpent to thAompre-

hensionelement that enstires.that'eVOY learner receives lmstruction

appropriate;to his skill deficiencies..-
5. Instructional skill grouPs must be formed on-the bagfegi

\ assessment information. .
.

6. Instruction must be provided that is.related to the skill de-
ficienciesof the instructional groups. Two hours-per week of skill%

;instruction is the,minimum time requirement. 4
.

7. Learners must be postassessed following instruction in order to
)

.a8certain their mastery level.
8. Learners must be regrouped in a manner that is consistent with

their current skill 'needs:: . ..

: 9. 1,3rofile cards must be kept up-to-date 41.in a fashion that

ensures their'utility in instructional decisions.

10. New skill groups must.be fOtmed at.a rate that ensUres com-

pletion of at east one level per grWin a school year throughout the
,_-)

field tet per od.
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PRIOR PRODUCT EVALUATION
scs

_

A pilOt test of the product was conductedlUr g the spring semes-
ter of the 1972-73 school year for Levels.A-C ar4 fltiing the fall semes-'
ter of the 1973-74 school year for Levels pl-G. Three WiscOnsin schools'

were-identified 'as pilot test participants, Tô of the schools, one
located in'a rural-community and the other in.a small bity, were mUlti-

1 unit in organization. The third, an inner-city school, was conventiOnally

organized. All three were experienced Design users, each having,implemented
the Word Attack element for a minimum of two years; two of the schools ,
had implemented the Study Skills element as well. t

Both prior to and during the pilot test, the Comprehension assessr
coMponent underwent several stages of evaluation. Since the

trumentt are criterion-referenced, test specifications followed-from
the ComprehensiOn behavioral objectives wiih which the tests were to be*
Usqd.. The behavioral objectives theinselv a been reviewed by exper

in the fields of reading and measureMent. grow admihisterabl
tests were developed-far 35 of ther, ..,,r . V:I'jI,. ectives; parallel0

forms were developed for eaCh tOW' :. ,..,

J
it .ril bjective.was more'

. %A..

'.&pproPriately astesigd by an inqc.',!,e A'. 111 ,f_ . -red performance teSt

-that,did notiinvolv0Written retp4nSeS-4 ..-were_evaluated byi

cOntent and'measureient eXpertt 14;*" , -assetsment of objectives,

appropriateness of item forMat,'.clAr Of item intent,.aPpropriateness
-for audience, clarit§Ofdtest directions, appropriatenesof assessment
time, and acceptability of test st&iliOtics.

ieTept deVelopment,proceeded i.n. Oordandg With the evaluation questions
just specified and ConUsted ofa .,' east six steps. Each step included

.

a developmental phase tod a revieW'phase.- The steps were (1) develop-
ment.of test specificatiOns And sample items,_(2) writing ok sufficient
ite0s,to yield tine testbform, (3) pilot administration of those.items to
'a.mal1Jroup of learners, (4) formal administrationoif revised items to
a numbe of learners large enoug '6 gather item data, (5) attembly of a

test administrator's Manual, and ) use of the instrument under normal

conditions by a number ofschOol or classes. StepN3 was cOnducted, not
in,the pilot schools, but in a sc ool close to Madismand the Center.
Step 4 was conducted in the three pilot schools and ida number of'other

,J...,,-

schools as il_wellbecause& largeumber of students,ano4 great deal of
time were required for the tryouts. ptep 6 wap. a pilot school activity.

I'lle pilot test included field test activifies in addition to the

.
assessment tryouts just described. Two Center-sponsored inservices (one
fOr Levels A-d;and the other for Levels D-G) provided an initial tryout
of ihservice materials developed specifioally for the Comprehension
element. Revisions in the inservice materials were made on the basis of

teacher feedback. The assetsment and management materials-and instruc-

44
tional resources needed for implementation wyre used in thetryout

edition. Periodic monitoring visits to the pilot schools were made by

Center staff members to examine probleMs_invoiving product implementation

and to ansWer quettions regarding materials and procedures., Formative

data gathered through staff interviews, questionnaires, and pilot school

meetings identified 'problem areas. ---
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In summary, pkior product evaluation actiVities included expert

review of the skillsiand objectives, evaluation-embedded development and

tryout of the criterion--referenced tests,.and a pilot test during which

formative data were collected regarding usability of ihe component

materials:
A

I.

2 1
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II

FIELD TEST PLAN

'OBJECTIVES'

,The 1973-74 small-scale field test was designed..togather product

usability information and product effectivenesi informitiOn frao learner

behaviore. The data obtained were utilized in making reldsions'for the

aevelopmental edition for the 1974-76 large-scale field; 1:est.. The data

also identified areas needing. further product refinemenin preparation
for the commercial edition:: The field'test objeCtiires,grouped under

--gproduct usability and product effectiveness, follow: 4 :

Product Usability

1. TO learn whether the teacher's resource files, Teacher's

Planning Guide, and Center-sponsored inservice provided sufficient '

information for field test faculties to implement the product according

to the requisites for effective implementation. (Product implementation)

.2. To learn whether the field test faculties considered the productp

a viable program for elementary schools. (Product feasibility)

3. To identify specific errors, omissions, and confusions in the

product's components. (Product deficiencies)

Prod t Effectiveness
xic

(--,

4. TO compare on the product'S objectives the mastery levels of

the implementation group versus the preimplementation group. (Comparative

performance--program-embedded tests) ,
a

14R
5. To compare on standardized tests related to Comprehension the

scores of thedmplementation group versus the.preimplementation group,

(Comparative Performance--standardized zeadinq achievement tests)

- 6. To determine whether'implementation groups increased their
achievement level on standardized tests 'related to Comprehension more

.
t4n would be expected (more than 1.0 yel. (Comparative performance

oftindividual learners--standardized read g achievement tests)

11
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7. TO ascertain the percentage of learners mastering the product's
objectives at an.80% level immediately after.inatruction in those skills.
Percent maaters after skill instruction)

8. To ascertain learner retention rates on the product's objectiVes

with an eight-week intermission between skill mastery and retesting.
(Skill retention)

Evaluation of field test objective 1 provides usability information
in relation to implementation, which in.turn has implications for the
evaluation of oroduet effectiveness. The usability information pertains
to the sufficiency of the component materials to yield practices that
are in accord 4ith the developer's requisites for effective implementation.

The data then obtained with_respect-to implementation practices provide- :-
-the context for evaluation of the effectiveness data. Product effective-.

.

nese, therefore, must be viewed inFelaiion to the degree of product

implementation. 4

Objectives-4, 7, and 8; per in to effectiveness of the product's

specific objectives. While ObjeCt ve 4-is a direct effectiveness
measure, 7 and 8 were'investigated to acquire information about skill

mastery and retention rates, information not collected .during prior

Design_field tests, but of interest to both consumers and the professional'

audience. Attainment of the proauct's terminal objective was left un-
examined because it was not expected'that learners would attaft mastery

of all the product's objectives by the end of the small-scale field ,

test.
Cost information was not collected because the Center, rather than

a c ommercial vendor, produced and distributed the product's component
materials for the small-scale field test.

PARTICIPANTS

lementary (K-6) schools, nine in Wisconsin and one in Colorado,
ipated in the small-scale field test. An attempt was made to

include schools servingjpopulations with varying achievement and socio-
economic characteristics, including inner-city urban schools and sub-

urban and small-city schools. &second variable of interest was the
school's organization, whether multiunit or conventionally organized
into self-contained classrooms. A third variable of interest was,the
number of pesign.elements being implemented by the school. Distribution

of the field test sites with reference to these variables is summarized
in Table 3. Although Table 3 shows a total of 11 schools, only 10 were
formal field test participants. The additional school (site type A.
which had a multiunit organization, and was implementing WOrd Attack and
Study Skills in addition to Comprehension) was included in the evaluation-
related testing program (objectives 4 to 6), but its implementation of
the product was not.monitored. Sufficient information was known about
its implementation practices, however, to include its data in the analyses
for objectives 4 to 6.-
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TABLE 3 .

DISTRIBUTION OF FIELD TEST SITES°

13

Reading,
Achievement.
'Site Type A:
.TypicalW,at or
Above grade4tevel
(suburban, small-city)
Site Type B:
Typically belbw
grade level (urban)

Total

, School Organization
MULTIUNIT CONVENTIONAL

Design Elements Design Elemente

WA
b ta b

WA, SS
b

WA WA# SS Total

5'

1 1 2

2 11

a
In addition to Comprehension

Wi) = Word Attack; SS = Study Skills

As 0 shown in Table 3, two schools were in an urban area where
reading achievement is typically below grade level, and nine were in.
small-city and suburban areas where reading achievement is typically at
or above grade level. TWorthirds of the schools were multiunit in
organization; iriclusion of an urban multiunit school was not possible at
the time'of the field test. All schools had been Implementing the
Design's Word Attack element for two to three years prior to beginning
Comprehension implementation-and more than half were also implementing
the Study Skills element.

The following methodyas used to identify the sites. A prereq-
- uisite requirement for participation in the field test was prior imple-

mentation of the.Design Word Attack element. The developer's recom-
mendation for installation and sequence is that implementation generally
begins with assessment and teaching of the Word Attack skills since they
are basic to all other reading skills.

The Desiyn's Word Attack and Study Skills small-scale field tests
had created 'a pool of 22 schools from which to choose, and all of the .

schools in this pool were asked if they wished.to participate in the
Comprehension field test. Because of budgeting considerations; the
districts with more than one school in'the previous Design field tests

2 4
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AK
were informed that only one or two schools fiom the district could -

'participate. Schools were then selected for the categories shown in

Table 3. A factor in the selection process was a,school's quality of
commitment during'the previous';ield tests. Two of the final ten,

schools elected had not particiriated in the prior field tests. The two

were ul. iunit site type A schools, and they were implementing Word
Attack ut mot Study Siills. Two other schools,in the final seleoy_on,
one site type A and mult,iunit,'the other a site type B and conventionally
organized, were asked to discontinue Study Skills implementation during
the period of the Comprehension small-scale field test.. Schools from
the pool not selected were permitted to purchase the component materials'
from the Center at.a cost of $.60 per student, attend the Center-sponsored
inservice, and implement the product:independently of the field test. A .

list of the field test sdhools.and their characteristics is presented in
Appendix B.

The field test schools signed a formal agreement with the Center
(Appendix C) in which they expressed a commitment to meet the field test
requirements and in which the Center enumerated the contributed resources.

ACTIVITIESI.
The major field 'test activities, as illustrated in Table 4, included

inservice, assessment, skill instruction, and monitoring of product
installation and implementation. The events and schedule were commu-
nicated to the sites at the outset of the field test. The development
and tryouts of materials had not been completed for all of Levels A to G
by the start Of the field test. Therefore, the break-in and baseline
testing activities and the start .of skill instruction were scheduled by
skill level'clusters. The criterion-referenced,tests and teacher's-
resource files needed for these activities were available for Levels A
to D in September 1973, for Levels E and F in November 1973, or

Level p in January 1974. The product's-other component materials,
teacher's planning guide and the pupil rirofile card, Were available t
the schools at the beginning of the field test.

Activities for monitoring product installation and implementation
and for baseline and comparison data collection will be described in the
instrumentation and method section for field testobjectives 1 to 3 and
4 to 6 respectively.

Inservice

A Center-sponsored one-day inservice meeting was held in September
1973 in Madison to acquaint the field test schools with the product.
Central office personnel from the paFtiCipating disbricts were invited

to attend, and each field test school was permitted to send three staff
members to the training session with the expectation that the attendees
would then conduct their own local Comprehension inserVice. The Center
inservice agenduded sessions on the Comprehension strands, sche-
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TA6LE 4-17 0

,

AGENDA OF FIELD TEST EVENTS

Dates Field Test Events

September 1973
Zdtober 1973

SepteMbet1473
NOveMber 1973

J

September 1973
November 1973

SepteMber 1974
November 1974

October 1973
January 1974
SepteMber 1974

October, November
1973; January, March,
May, October 1974

Inservice:
Center-sponiored
Lodal

Assessment:
Break-in t*sting to determine learners'

instructional.levels
Levels A-D

-

,LeVelS E-F
Baseline data,collection on preimplementation

group for grade levAs
1-3-site type A; 1-1 site type B.,
4,0 Site type Ar5-6 'Site type B

Comparison data collection on implementation
group for grade levels
1-3 pite type A; 1-4 site type B
4-6 site type A; 5-6 site'type B

1

Skill instruction:
Commences for .LevelsA-D'
Commehces for Levels. E-G
Continues for Levels A-G

Monitoring of product ins llation and implementation:

Total of fpur visits to leach site

duling for skill instruction, and field test expectations. The complete

agenda appears in Appendix D. Attendees were provided a packet Of

materials that could be used in their local inservice. The packet

included descriptive information about,each of the six Comprehension

skill strands, the field test's objectives and sdhedule of activities,

and the requisites for effective implementation.

Assessment: Break-in Testing

Break-in tests were administered to students in the field test
schools to identify learners' initial skill instructional levels and to

diagnose their skill proficiencies and deficiencies. This,placement

testing is a prerequisite activity for the formation of.instructional
skill groups. Test administration of the booklet editions for break-in-
testing was managed by the field test faculties, and scoring services
were provided by the Center. Tables 5 and 6 present the break-in
testing summaries for the schools according to their typical reading
achievement, whether at or above grade level (site type A), or below

grade level (site type B). Retesting up or down a skill level is
required when learners master either all or none of the skills at the

2 6
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level,first tested. The test level information presented in Tables15

and'6 is for initial break-in testing only. Final placement information

after all retesting had been completed was not obtained. The boxed data

show the,results of the Center's recommendations with respect to the

break-Lin level to be administered at each grade level.

-113e initial break-in test level administered was accurate for 74.2%

of the site type A learners across all grade and skill levels. Of the

grand to(tal of learners who required retesting, 53.6% needed to be

retested up a level and 46:4% down a level. The total retesting per-

centages by grade level for the site type A learners were Grade 1,

28.214 Grade 2, 26.8%; Gride 3, 35.3%; Grade 4, 35.0% Grade 5, 19.5%;

.and Grade 6, 11.6% for a grand total retest percent of 25.8.

Substantially more retesting was required in the site type B than

in the site type A schools. The initial break-in testlevel was accurate

for just 65.6% of the site tylite B learners across all grade and skill levels.

Of the grand total of learners who required retesting, most (89.1%) needed

to be retested down a level while only 10.9% needed to be retested up a

level. The total retesting percentages by grade level for the site

type B learners were Grade 1, 7.4%; Grade /, 44.8%; Grade 3, 31.3%;

Grade 4, 44.6%; Grade 5, 36.7%; and Grade 6, 41.2% for a grand total

retest percent of 34.4.

Skill Instruction

The dates for beginning skill instruction were scheduled to allow

sufficient time for the retesting activity just described. If events

were on schedule, the field test term permitted an implementation period

of nine months for the primary levels (Grades 1-3) and eight months for

the-intermediate levels (Grades 4-6) before comparison data were collected

fOr the implementation groups. Descriptive information about the skill

Instructional aspect of implementation is presented in Chapter /II in
0 the evaluation of field,test objective 1, product implementation.

INSTRUMENTATION AND METHOD

The instrumentation and the data collection schedule foi the field test

objectives areopummarized in Tables 7 and 8. Discussion will now focus

on the individdal objectives.

ProduCt Usability

Ob ective 1: Product implementation. One measure of produbt

usability concerned whether the materials WOuld yield implementation

practices in accord with the developer's plan. A necessary first step

was to determine whether the field test faculties were able to meet the

requisites for effective implementation. The primary sources for

descriptive information on product implementation were the interview

guides administered during monitoring visits to the schools by Center

personnel. The intervi ides ( Appendices E, F, and G), were con-T

structed primarily to obta n information specifically about the requi-

sites for effective implem tation.
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TABLE 5,

' BREAK-IN TESI/ING SUMMARY FOR SC/ICOLS.WHERE READING

ACHIEVEMENT IS TYPICALLY AT OR ABOVE GRADE LEVEL (SITE TyPE A) *

-

A
Test Level Administered

Test Level

Placement

Grade

Level

A

N

) s

N % N

D

N % N.

E

%

F

N %

Accurate
Test Up
Test Down
Total Retest
Total N.

Accurate
Test Up
Test Down
Total Retest
Total N

Accurate
Test Up
Test Down
Total Retest
Total N

Accurate
Test Up
Test Down
Total Retest
Total N

Accurate
Test Up
Test Down
Total Retest
Total N

Accurate
Test Up
Test Down
Total Retest
Total N

1

2

4

.

,

6
.

Iti --Ti- 771-.-8 1

1186 28.71

1 I.

1186 28.21

1659 1

1 _1

18 51.4
17 48.6
_ _

17 48.6
35

,

.

.

1511---74:2

62 10.0
97 15.7
159 25.7
617 j_
97 82.2
8 6.7

13 11.0
21 17.7

.118

6 85.7
1 14.3
0 0.0
1 14.3
7

.

, I)

1

0

0

0

4

0

0

0

4

-in
125
89

214
548

79
4

46

50

129

3

0

2

2

\
100.0

0.0
0.0
0.0

100.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

-605
22.8
16.2
39.0

61.2
3.1

35.7
38.8

60.0
0.0
40.0
40.0

.

0

2

1

0

1

3

359

144
46
190
549

47
18
19
37

84

5

1

6

7

12

66.7
33.3
0.0
33.3

65.41
26.21
8.41

34.61
j

56.0
21.4
22.6
44.0

41.7
8.3

50.0
58.3

t

,

4

0

0

0

4

T-.
1-500-
1

1 1

1100
1101
11401

77

1

Ill

12
89

.

.

100.0
0.0
0.0

. 0.0

"....-.. -
8j72

.2

16.6
16.8

'86.5
1.1

12.4
13.5

.

29
0

0

0

29

-- ......---
1551-

1 1

I 64
1 65
1620

,

,

1000
0.0
0.0
0.0

89.5
.2

10.3
10.5

*N = 9 schools

\ 28



18

TABLE 6

BREAK-IN TESTING SUMMARY FOR SCHOOIOWHERE READING
ACHIEVEMENT IS *PICALLY BELOW GRAPE'LEVEL (SITE TYPE B) *

Test Level'

Placement

Accurate ,
.,;0Te5t Up

':N'Test Down

Total Retest
Total N

Acurate
. Test Up

Test Down'
Total Retest
Total N

Accurate
Test Up
.Test Down
Total Retest
Total N.

Accurate
Test Up
Test Down
Total Retest
Total N

Accurate
Test Up If

'Test Down
_Total Retest
.Total N

Accurate
Test Up
Test Down
Total Retest
Total N

*N = 2 schools

Grade,

Level

3

4

5

6

A

12 417.4

12 7.4
163 j

20 95.2
1 4.8
- -
1 4.8

21

Test Le-Vel Administered
B.

N %

1

. 0 0.0r
59 52.21
59 52.2!

113

83 62.41 35 79.5
4 3-01 1 2.3

46 34.61 8 18.2
50 37.61 9 20.5

133
1

44
V

12- 46.2 r-F5---W-.61 10 62.5 1 100.0
1

10 0.0 7 6.01 2 12.5 0 0.0
14 53.8 1 44 37.91 4 25.0 0 0.0
14 53.8 51 43.91 6 37.5 0 0.0

1

126 i116 16 1

3 75.0
0 0.0
1 25.0
1 25.0
4

67 63.2
0 o.o

39 36.8
39 36.8

106

4 36.4
0 0.0
7 63.6
7 63.6

11

TE-M7.3
6 15.0
9 22.5

15 37.5
40

59 59.6
3 3.0

37 374
40 40.4
99

Lo o. o A

126 38.81
1 26 38.81
1

..flv

29
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TABLE 7

INSTRUMENTATION FOR THE FIELD TEST OBJECTIVES

Field Test Objectives Instrumentation

Product Usibility
1. 'Implementation

2. Feasibility

3. Deficiencies

Product Effectiveness
4. Comparative performance--
'. program-embedded tests

5. Comparative performance--
standardized reading
achievem.ent tests -

Comparative performance of
individual learners--
standardized reading
achievement tests

7. Mastery.after instruction

8. Skill retention

Second Visit Interview Guides: Principal
or Reading Specialist, and Unit Leader
or Teacher (Appendix E)

Third Visit IntervieW Guides: Principal
or Reading Specialist, and Unit Leader
or Teacher (Appendix F)

Fourth Visit Interview Guides: Principal
or Reading Specialist, and Unit Leader ork
Teacher (Appendix G)

Same as for (1)

Comment Cards (Appendix H)

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill Develop-
ment: Comprehension sUbtests

Listening and Reading subtests of the
Cooperative Primary Tests (1965);
Reading,Comprehension subteit of the
CompreKensive Tests of Basic Skills (1968)

Reading Comprehension subtest of the
Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (1968)

Postassessment Following Instruction Form
(Appendix I)

Wisconsin Tests'of Reading Skill Develop-
ment: Comprehension subtests

3 0
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TABLE 8

DATA CO4ECTI0N,SCHEDULE mit TREHFIELD TEST OBJECT

Datea

Usability Objectives
ProOuct Implementation,
Feiiibility, Deficiencies

(1-3)*/-',

a

Effectiveness Obje tives
Impl.ementation/ MIS ry

.

Prmaimplementation af .r. Skill
Comparison Instru tion Retention

(4=6)* (7) (8)*

1973 .

September

October ' Monitor Installation
(Visit #1, 7 schools)

November

Monitor Implementation
(Visit #2, 5 schools)

December

1974
Monitor Implementation

Break-in testing,
Levels A-D;
Baseline data, Gr. 1-3
(Gr. 1-4 site type B)

Break-in testing,
Levels E-F;
Baseline data, Gr. 4-6,
(Gr. 5-6 site type B)

Retest

Posttest
after
Instruction Retest

February

March

April

January.
(Visit #2, 5 schools) .

Monitor Imi5lementation
(Visit #3., 5 schools)

-May Monitor Implementation
(Visit #3, 5 schools)

September

October Monitor Implementatidin
(Visit #4, 9 schools)

November Comparison data, Gr. 4-6

Retest

V
Collect Retest
Post-
assessment

Comparison data, Gr. 1-3 Following
(Gr. 1-4 site type B) Instruction

forms

(Gr. 5-6 site type B)

*NUMbets in parentheses refer to field test objective nuMbers

31.



21

Almost all schools received four monitoring visits. The first

Visit hadtwo purposes: to introduce the Center monitor to the field

test faculties and to obtain information about the local inservice. The

second and third visits, conducted approximately four months apart at

each school, focused on the specifics of product implementation. The

fourth was essen ially a follow-through visit to ensure that imple-

mentation was y tinuing with the new school year. During visits 2, 3,

and.4 the build ng principal or reading specialist was interviewed in

addition to several (usually three) teaching staff mimbers. Because of

the impkementation schedule, primary level teachers were the focus for

the second visit, and intermediate level teachers were the focus for

the third: Teacher/unit leader interviewees were selected by the feeding

specialists or building principals who were instructed that the inter-

viewees should possess a high degree of product familiarity and repre-

sent a range of viewpoints.
Objective 2: Product feasibility. Feasibility of the Comprehension

element for elementary schools is related to the degree to which field

test faculties were able to meet the requisites for effective imple-:

mentation. The interview guides previously described were the major

data source, then, for information about implementation practices for

both objectives. Additionally, the guides sought feasibility infor-

mation in terms of teacher reaction to the VodOct as a whole and to its

specific objectives.
Objective 3: Product deficiencies. At the outset of the field

test, schools were supplied with Comment Cards (Appendix I) upon which

they were encouraged to record problems or comments about specific

product.components. Although the primary function of the cards was to

alert the developer to specific prOblem areas, notations of success were

also welcomed. The cards were collected during mdnitoring visits and

were also periodically mailed to the Center from the schools.-

'Product Effectiveness

Objectives 4 and.5 were designed to contrast the performance of

learners of the same age/grade level ih the field test sites in dif-

ferent academic years--iMmediately prior to installation (preimple-

mentation group) and near the end of the first year of implementation

(iMplementation group)_: Each age-grade level preimplementation group

served as the control grouP for the group of learners one year younger.

The instruments for measuring objectiVes 4, 5, and 6 comprised an

evaluation testing program administered to the baseline,.or preimple-

mentation group, in September 1973 for grade levels 1 to 3 (1 to 4 in

site type B,schools) and in November 1973 for grade levels Cto 6 (5 to

6 in site type B schools). The testing program was then administered to

the comparison, or implementation group, One year later. All materials

and scoring services associated with the testing program were provided

by the Center; the field test faculties adMinistered the tests.

Objective 4: Comparative'performance--program-enibedded tests. The

Wisconsin Tests of Reading Skill DevelopMent: Comprehension subtests

were the assessment instruments used to compare the mastery levels on

the product's objectives of the implementation group versus the pre-

implementation group. The tests that,were administered sampled from all

of the Comprehension strands with the exception of Affixes: The Affix

tests were not sampled because their value had been questioned. A

3 2
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combination of usually three tests comprise a single test sitting.

Table 9 lists the sUbtesis used at each grade level according to site

type. Table 2 should be consulted.with respect to the skill levels and

nuMbers listed.
A computerized randamization program was used to assign students at

eac6 grade.level tothe test sittings. The test groups were foz:med from

echool-proVided class lists. A test Sitting group was usually composed
of 20 to 30 students randomly selected from all the classrooms or units in

TABLE 9'

PROGRAM-EMBEDDED TESTS USED FOR COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE

0

ACCORDING TO SITE TYPE AND GRADE LEVEL

Comprehension
Strands

Sites Where Typical Reading

At or Above Grade Levela

1

Achievement Was:

Below Grade Lev 1
b

6
Grade Levels .

1 2 3 4 5 6

Grade Levels.
2 3 4 5

Main Idea

Sequence

Reasoning

Detail

*A2

A4r
B3 .

'-Dlc *D1

D2.

B3; *C3 *D3

C3

*B4 C4, *D5
*C5,
D4

fbl,

El

*E3.

D4,

E4,
F5

F2,

G1

E3,

G3

*F5

*A2

A4,
B3

*131-

*133,

*B4

*Bl -C1, *C1
D1

D2

A4,'*C3 *C3

B3,
/

C3

*B4 B4, *C4,
C4,_*C5

*C5

D1,

El

*D2

*D3

D4,

E4

Context

Affixes

D6,
E5

[NOT SAMPLED]

D6

Total Skills
Tested 3 3 5 6 6 5 3 3 5 6 6

Total = 28 Total =29

aN = 9 schaols, site type A
b
c
N = 2 schools; site type i

Skill level and number ,

*Baseline data for these skills were computed from a random sample Of each

school's break-in test data.

3 3
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a school spanning a particular,qrade level .Tbe nuMber of'test sittings

at each grade level and a schaors grade leve1;enrollment determined the

number of times a student,was tested,. StudentOm schools with high
enrollments were usually assigned to just OnetRst sitting in-1973 and

1974; Students in Schools with low enrollments were assigned to more
'than one test sitting to accommodate the needs of:the testing program.

The field test design called for the same testing program-to be
administered in both 1973 and 1974. Inspection of the 1973 baseline

data, however, indicated a need for alterations in the tests being

assessed. For example, the 1973 baseline perforMance was so high for
some of the skills that gain scores Were unlikely to result from.the

1974 testing. The 1974 testing program was sUbsequently revised to .

accommodate the needed alterations. Tests administered in the 1974,

but not in the 1973, testing program are identified ix Table 9 by an

asterisk.
AI* of the 1974 comparison data were derived from students assigned

to test sittings by the randomization procedure previously described.

The 1973 baseline data were also collected by this method for 19 of the

28 tests administered in the.site type A schools and foi 15 of the 29

tests administeredtin the siietype B schools.
The.1973 instructional break-in test data became the baseline data'

for the 9 and 14 skills of the respective two site groups presented with

asterisks in Table 9. Tests were selected from the skill levels at

which the majority of the students were initially tested for break-in

purposes at each grade level. (See Tables 5'and 6 for the majority
break-in level for each grade level.) Data for random samples of 25
students who were administered the majority break-in level for each'
grade level have been reported as the 1973 baseline data.for these skills

presented with asterisks. This data source is-not uniform, however,
because of the variability from school to school in the percentages of

students tested at the majority break-in level for each grade level.

Thus, the baseline data for skills tested in the 1974, but not inthe
1973, testing program usually represent less than 100% of the-studentS

at a grade level.
Ob ective 5: Comparative performance--standardized teading achieve-.

ment tests. Subtests from the Coopeiative Primary*Tests (CPT) (1985)

and Comprehensive Tests of Basic Skills (CTBS) (1968) comprised the

standardized reading achievement test portion of the 1973-74 evaluation,

testing program. These tests were used as the.program-independent
measure for comparing the implementation group with the pieimplementatión.

group. The tests administered at each gtade level are identified in

Table 10 according to site type. The tests represented the.best match
possible between the content of the product's Objectives and reading

comprehension subtests of standardized tests. A standardized test was

administered at each grade level with the exception 6f Grade 1 for the

site type' B schools.
The student randomization procedure described for objective 4 was

also used for objective 5 tO collect the 1973 baseline data at all grade

levels and to collect the 1974 comparison data,at grade levels 1 to 3

for the site type A schools and at grade levels 1. to 4 for the site

type B schools. The reason for the nonrandomization in 1974 for the'
CTBS test sittings at grade levels 4 to 6 and 5 to 6 for the two respec-
tive site types will be explained in the next section.

34
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TABLE 10

STANDARDIZED READING ACHIEVEMENT TESTS
USED FOR COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE

ACCORD/NG TOSITE TYPE IND GRAM LEVEL t

Sites Where Typical Reaging Achievement Wash
At or Above 'Grade Level :Below Grade Level

. 1Standardized Tests Grade Levels Grade Levels

1 2 3 4 5 6 , 1 2 3 4 5 6

Listening Subtest, Form 12ilt: ,X

CPT (1961)

Reading Subtest, Form 12B,
CPT (1965)

Reading Subtest, Form 23B,
CPT (1965)

Reading Comprehension Subtest,
Form Q Level 1, CTBS,(1968)

Reading ComprehensieirSubtest,
Form Q Level 2, CTBS (1968)

X X

AN =2'9 schools, site twe A
b
N 2 schools, site type B
*No test administered.

Objective 6: Comparative performance of individual learners--

standardized reading achievhMent tests. Objective 5 invorAin-C-ross-
sectional comparison of different groups; objective 6 involved a longi-
tudinal comparison of the same students. Levels 1 and 2 of the CTBS
Reading Comprehension subtest, administered as part of the 1973-74
evaluation tei4ng program, were used as the assessmentAinstruments.
Data for this objective were obtained at grade levels 4, 5, and 6 for

site type A students and at grade levels 5 and 6 for site type B stu-

dents. Students who had been randomly assigned to the 1973 CTBS eval-
uation test sittings at grade levels 3, 4, and 5 (site type A) and 4 and
5 (site type B) were intentionally assigned to the 1974 CTBS sittings It
grade levels 4, 5, and 6, and 5 and 6 respectively, for the two site
types.
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Objective 7: Percent masteks after skill instruction. The developer-
recommended procedure for determining whether learners have mastered the
skill(s) for which they received instruction is administration of the

, product's cliterion-referenced test(s) as postassessments. A learner is-

judged to be a skill master when she/he'attains an 80% or higher Score
ofi)the postassessment. To ascertain the percentage of learners Mastering
tbe product's objectives at an 80% level immediately after instruction
in those skills, field test faculties were provided with copies of the
Postassessment Following Instruction Form (ApPendix I). at the beginning

of the field test. Teachers were requested ib provide specific infor-
mation on the, form--skill level and number, date assessed, number in
skill group, and resulting masters and nonmasters--for each skill that
they taught and for which a postassessment was given. The forma were
collected from each school in May at therend of the 1973-74 school year
and use of them was not reinstituted-A September 1974 for the last
three months of the field test. TherefOre, the data collected represent
an implementation period of eight months for primary level teachers and
five months for intermediate level teachers.

Ob ective 8: Skill retention. The product's criterion-referericed
tests were used to ascertain learner retention rates on the product's
objectives. There was a minimum eight-week period between skill mastery
and the retesting which was, performed by Center personnel during the
monitoring visits to each school. Two kinds of skill retention were

assessed: retentión from the break-in iesting and retention after 4'

instructiOn. Testing for break-in retention involved the retesting of
students on skills mastered at their initial break-in level. Since
focused instruction on skills already,mastered would not be warranted,
break-in retention was intended as a measure of retention without
intervening instruction. Because the Center had scored each school's
break-in tests, the identification of students and skills mastered was
readily available. Because of the schedule for the break-in testing,
beginning of instruction, and monitoring activities, retesting for
break-in retention was conducted during the November 1973 and January 1974
monitoring visits only.

Retesting for retention after instruction was conducted during the
March and May 1974 monitoring visits. At the outset of the field test,
teacfiers were requested to date their;Somprehension pupil profile cards

so that a record would' be available Of when learners became skill masters

after instruction. Dates were to be entered by the specific skills

printed on the cards. Groups for retesting were subsequently 'formed
which either. met or almost met the objective's criterion of a minimum
eight-week intermission between mastery after instruction and retesting.



III

EVALUATION OF PRODUCT USABILITY

OBJECTIVE 1: PRODUCT IMPLEMENTATION

Descriptive information about product implementation in this report

has been organized by requisites for effective implementation and by the

attempts of the field faculties to meet them. A summary evaluation,

statement for each requisite is presented in Table.11. Requisites 1 to

3 refer to product installation, requisites 4 to 10 refer tojlie instruc-

tional, assessment, and management aspects of impiementaticni. In the

discussion which follows comprehensive information for each requisite is

presented acioss the 10 field test sites. Variations in requisite

attainment will be noted where significant with respect to the school

variables- -multiunit/conventional organization, reading achievement

level, and nuMber of Design elements being implemented.

Pr ct Installation

Requisites 1 and 2 concern teacher inservice training; requisite 3

concerns placement of the learner into the program.
4

Requisite 1: Local representatives of the field test

schools must attend a one-daY Center-sponsored inservice to

acquire information regarding *implementation of the product. ,

Approximately three representatives from each site attended the Center-

sponsored inservice. See Chapter II for a description of the inserVice

.
and Appendix D for the.inservice agenda. Results of the inservice

evaluation were positive; a majority Of the attendees rated 9 of the 10

sessions as "very useful," the.highest category on a *fulness scale of

1 to 4. .Additionally, all of the principal/reading gpecialist interviewees

indicated that the Center inservice had provided sufficient information

and materials about the product for them to conduct thei local inservice.

The sufficiency of the Center-sponsored inservice, then, established

for field test objective-1.

Requisite 2: Within one month following the Center Inservice,

'4" local school representatives must conduct inservice sessions for

local faculties to proVide_information and support for imple-

menting the product. The agenda for the sessions should include

27
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TALE 11

ATTAINMENT OF REQUISITES FOR EFFECTIVE MENTATIQNI

?

Jequisites ults\

1. Attendance at Center-sponsored

inservice

2, Local inservice training

3, Identification of learners'

initial instructional skill levels

4. Instruction appropriate to learners'

skill deficiencies

5. Instructional groups formed on

basis of assessment information

6. Skill instruction for a minimum

of two hours per week (selection

of a Center-suggested scheduling

alternative)

7, Postassessment following instruction

Regrouping of nonmasters

9, Up-to-date record keeping

10. Completion of at least one skill

level per grade level

Satisfactory,

Generally satisfactory. Exception: Insufficient opportunities

for keying localMaterials to the product's instructional

objectives.

Generally satisfactory. Exceptions: (1) New,studints not

.'always tested,within,a month of entering school (2) Kinder-

garten break-in testing 'occurred'in only 2 of 10 schddls.

Generally satisfactorOor implementors Of formal pattern.

Unsatisfactory.for implementors of informal pattern in terms

of frequency, with'whictl skill'masters received instruction.

Satisfactory for implementors of formal pattern. Generally

satisfactOry for implementors of infdrmal pattern in terms

of teachers' awareness of their deveidpmental reading group

members' skill deficiencies and subsequent instruction.

j

Sati ctoty for scheduling aspect. Number of minutes per

week spent on skill instruction in descending order: (1) Formal.

implementation pattern --no rotation of Itit elements; (2) Formal

implementation pattern- -rotation of Design elements; (3) Informal

implientation pattern.

Sattactory.

Satisfactory for implementors of formal.pittern, Unsatisfactory

for ipplementors of informal pattern,

S sfactory,

No ard evidence available. ,
A satisfactory result can be

estimated with a high degree of confidence for implementors of

the formal pattern and with less confidence for implementors

of the informal pattern..

LO
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a description of the product, strategies for scheduling instr:!3c-
tion,,and opportunities for keying local materials to the pro-'
duct's behavioral objectives.

All sites conducted a local inservice within a month and a half
after the Center inservice. The sessions ranged in length froM 1 1/2 to ,

4 hours and all agendas included a description of the product and strategies
for schedulihg instruction. The sessions were not alike with respect to
the amount of timepprovided for keying local materials to the product's
behavioral objectives. The unavailability of Materials for skill levels E
to G was a deficiency for both the Center-led and local inservices.
Once the materials for Levels E to G. had become available, one school
provided a full day of inservice for keying and another school a half day.
Two schools provided approximately an hour for keying of materials
during their inservice. For 6 of the 10 schools, no opportunity for
keying local materials was provided during the local inservice.

A majority of,the teacher interviewees reported their local inservice
as adequate. Suggestions they offered for improvement included provision
for (1) time for keying materials, (2) preparation time, (3) "hands-on"
approach-to materials prior to inservice, (4) more extensive inservice,
and (5) several short, spaced-out inservices before and *after the onset
of instruction which would provide time for becoming familiar with the
materials, keying, and the sharing of implementation problems and successes.

Requisite 3: Initial break-in testing, must be conducted to
identify initial instructional levels for learners in grades
1 to 6 (kindergarten second semester). ,Retesting must be con-,
ducted within three weeks at a higher or lower level for learners
who'were tested at an inappropriate break-in level. New learners
must receive break-in testing within one month after entering
school.

To place learners at grade levels1 to 6 into the program at the
beginning of the field test, break-in tests were administered for Levels
A to D in September and for Levels E and F in November. Retesting up or
down a level, reciuired when learners show mastery of all or none of the
skills at the level first tested, was completed within 1 to 1 1/2 months

-after results of initial testing had-been received by the sites. -The
percentage of students requiring retesting is reported by skill and

grade level in Table 5 for the sites where typical reading achievement
is at or above grade level and in Table 6 for the sites where typical
reading achievement is below grade level. The large percentages of
children who required retesting may account for the 1 to 1 1/2 month
period rather than the three-week period recommended in the requisite.

Interviewees during the second and third monitoring visits stated
that new enrollees,received break-in testing within a'month after
entering school. However, on the fourth visit, conducted near the end
of the field test period in OcTober of the 1974-75 school year, it.was
found that this was true for only two-thirds of the schools. The other

one-third had not yet admini0yred break-in tests to new students.
According to the requisite, kindergarten students were to receive

break-in testing during the eecond semester of their first school year.
This occurred at-two of,the 10 schools witti instruction subsequent to

4 0
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the break-in testing. Of the remaining eight schools, the 1973-74

kindergarteners recefved September break-in testing as 1974-75 grade 1

learners in three schools and had not received testing in five schools

by the time of the October monitoring visit.

Instruction, Assessment and Management

Requisites 4 to 10 pertain tO specific steps of the implementation

cycle after teacher inservice and learner placement into the program

have been accomplished. As the field test progressed, the use of two

distinCtly different implementation patterns emerged--a formal pattern

and an informal pattern'(author-assigned terms). The major distinction

between the two patterns lies in the membership anabiltability of the

groups to which the skill instruction was addressed.. Group membership

for the formal pattern was determined by learners.' mastery status on the

skills taught during each instructional skill cycle. Skill groups were -

composed primarily of ,nonmasters of those skills. MeMbership changed as

often as new skill groups were formed. Group membership for the informal

pattern, on the other hand, was prescribed by iearners' overall devel-'

opmental reading needs. In other words, Design Comprehension skill-

instruction was incorporated as a basal, or developmental, reading group

activity and the groups were relatively stable.
The formal.implementation pattern was predominantin the eight

schools Where typical reading achievement is at or above grade level.

All the primary.level units in one multiunit sChool and a lower primary

unit in another multiunit school were exceptions. The informal pattern

was predominant in the two conventionally organized schools where

typical reading achievement is below grade level.
Information for requisites 4 to 10 is presented with reference.to

the twmplementation patterns, formal and informal.

Requisite 4: The local faculty must demonstrate a commitment

to the ComprehensiOn element that ensures that every learner

receives instruction appropriate to his skill deficiencies.

Once a learner's instructional level has been identifed and his/her

mastery status for eabh skill at that level has been assessed, instruc-

tion should focus upon the skills initially not mastered. Because non-

mastery is the major criterion for skill group membership, schools which

implemented the formal pattern can be said to have generally attained

this requisite. Learners generally received instruction only in the

skills they had not mastered. Of the interviewees in schools implementing

the formal pattern, 62.5% reported that only monmasters of a skill received

instruction in t skill. Occasionally learners eeceived instruction in

skills they hacitready mastered. There was a:Variety of reasons for this:

they had barely achieved mastery at break-in; they needed skill review;

they were not applying the skill; or instruction was not currentiy being

offered fqa skill they hell not mastered.
In schoO44_and units using the informs/ pattern, instruction was

less targeted, primarily because skill mastery status was not the criterion

for membership in a particular developmental reading group. Although

learners received instruction in skills they had not mastered, they also

received instruction in skills they had mastered and at a much higher
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'
frequency-than Whs true for formal skill group learners. Just 1.1% Of

the interviewees implementing the 'informal pattern indicated that only ,

the nonmasters of a skill 'received instruction,.

Requisite Instructional groups must be. formed On the

basis of asseSsment information.

Assessment information about each learner's skill development

.status is:transferred:to a pupil profile card, by notching.holewopen for

!kills that have been mastered and by leaVing hdles unnotched* or closed,

not'yet mastered. Skewering of the holes on the cards identifies

--the masters and nonmasters for each skill'and is the technique by which'

skill'grouPs of nonmisters are formed. Transfer of assessment information

to,th&profile cards and subseivient skewering of:the cards is a continuous

pZOCess. Users ef the formal implementation pattern always forMaid

4Strnctiona4.skill groups on the basis of the profile cards,

asOessmentinformation.
Ihsers.of--)the informal pattern did not form indtructional skill

groups on the lamas of assessment information, as a learner's Design

CoMprehension skill status was.not the criterion for membership in a ,

particular developmental reading group. Decisions about what skills

.

needed to be taught, however, were not based solely on teacher judgment.

Intervlewees implementing the infOrmal pattern indicated that they Used

'profile card informatiOn to.identify their groups' skill needs.
'A

Requisite 6: Instruction must be provided that is related

to the skill deficiencies of the instructional groups. TWo

hours per wg6k of skill instruction is the minimum,time require-

ment.

Two hours per Week of Comprehension skill instruction was proposed

as the minimum time requirement when the field test plan 'was first

foimulated. When inservice materials were prepared to offer teachers

alternatives for scheduling instruction, it besame clear that two hours,

per yeek every week might not be feasible.
Five plans were subsequently offered to the field test Participants

to help them schedule instruction. Each plan was an alternative for

incorporating Design skill instruction and either basal or individualized

reading instruction into the traditional daily."reading" block. The

plans differed in the division of time for skill and basal instruction

and in grouping procedures, that is, whether concurrent groups were

formed for each Design skill area, or skill areas were rotated. It was

decided that the requisite should be ju'dged attained if the schools

implemented any of the scheduling alternatives.
Implementation of the same scheduling alternative by all the units

or grade levels within & school was not a field test requirement. Four

schools did implement an alternative on a school-wide basis. Two of

these schools used the informal implementation pattern and offered daily'

instruction in DesignComprehension skills; one offered daily Comprehension

instruction in formal skill groups; and orie, using the formal pattern,

rotated Design elements for instruction--a two-week cycle of Word Attack

was rotated with a two-week Cycle of Comprehension in the school's

primary-unit, while two-week cycles of Study Skills and Comprehension
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were rotated in its intermediate unit. Six schools implemented multiple
plans that incorporated rotation as well as nonrotation of skill cycles.
Obviously there was wide variability in the scheduling of implementation,
not only among schools, but also within schools.

The number of Design elements a school was implementing was not a
differentiating variable in the scheduling alternatives adopted. For

example,4of the four .schools that were implementing just Word Attack and
Comprehension, only Rne school offered instruction daily in bdth elements.
Two schools rotated cycles of Word Attack and Comprehension in their
primary units, but offered Comprehension instruction daily in the inter-
mediate units. At the fourth school, thd primary unit rotated Compre-
hension instruction with instruction in a content area, while its inter-
mecliate unit provided Comprehension skill instruction'without rotation.
Likewise, no single scheduling pre'ference emerged among the six schools
implementing Study Skills in addition to Word Attack and Comprehension.
The four schools that adopted a scheduling alternative on a school-wide
basis were not the same four schools that were implementing just Word
Attack and Comprehension. The six schools that implemented multiple
scheduling alternatives were not the same six schools that were imple-
menting Study Skills in addition to Word Attack and Comprehension.

Observation_had indicated that the presence of Study Skills as an
implementation variable was not worth investigating for several reasons.
The degree and pattern of Study Skills'implementation varied markedly
within and across the six schools. The commercial edition of Study
Skills had just been published at the start of the Comprehension field
test and it took some schools several months to change from the field
test edition to th'e commercial edition because of the substantial
revisions that had been made. Therefore, the Changeover'created a
prolonged break in Study Skills implementation for some,schools. Also,

the content-oriented as well as skill-oriented approaches to Study
"Skills implementation provided flexibility in scheduling for instruction.
Across the six schools implementing all three Design elements, there was
no visible pattern relative to Study Skills implementation that differen-

tiated those who rotated elements for instruction from those who did
not. -

Although scheduling was characterized by wide variability, some
generalizations can be supported. Across the ten schools, the rotation
of skill cycles for Word Attack and Comprehension'instruction was pre-
dominant at the primary grade levels along with a daily basal reading

period. The schools and units implementing the informal pattern were
exceptions. Here, Word Attack, Comprehension,,and basal instruction
occurred daily without rotation. Among the schools implementing the -

formal pattern, some used schedules that involved rotation of skill
cycles and some did not. In schools Implementing Study Skills through a
skill-oriented approach, there was a tendency for Comprehension instruc-
tiOn to be rotated with Study Skills at the intermediate grade levels.
Rotation of 'wOrd Attack and Comprehension instruction was seen less
often at the intermediate levels because the majority of learners have
completed Word Attack by the time they have reached that level.

The average number of minutes per week spent on Comprehension skill
instruction in schools implementing the formal pattern was derived by
multiplying the total number of days by the minutes per olay.spent in a
,Comprehension skill cycle and dividing bY.the length of time between
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regrouping for Comprehension.instruction. The average number of minutes
is presented in Table 12 for twa groups of interviewees, those who did
not rotate Design elements for instruction, and those who did. ;per-
viewees who did notcrotate, regrouped for Comprehension instruction
either every two weeks or three weeks and provided a weekly average of
103.3 minutes of initruction. The primary level interview data for this
group were not analyzed becauie they mere either incomplete or suspect.
Interviewees who rotated Design elements for instruction regrouped for
Comprehension either every four weeks, every six weeks, or every nine
weeks; the average number of minutes per week they spent on Compre-
hension instruction was 47.7. The majority of interviewees for both
groups indicated that they were usually teaching just one skill group, .

_that is, they did not divide their time among several groups.
The data from 16 interviewees who implemented the infdrmal patternr*

are incomplete,because the majority were unable to report either the

TABLE 12

AVERAGE NUMBER OF MINUTES PER WEEK INTERVIEWEES USINGFORMAL
IMPLEMENTOION PATTERN SPENT ON COMPREHENBION SKILL INSTRUCTION

ACCORDING TO REGROUPING FREQUENCIES

Interviewees Regrouping Frequencies

N(Grade levels represented) 2 weeks 3 weeks 4 weeks 6 weeks 9 weeks

Nonrotation of Design
Elements for Instruction

5 (Intermediate)

4 (Intermediate)

109:0
. (60-125)*

96.2
(75-140)

Average: 103.3 minutes

Rotation of Design_
Elements for Instruction

5 (3 Primary;
2 Intermediate)

6 (4 Primary;
2 Intermediate)

56.0
(35-75)

43.7
(21-70)

1.(Primary) 30.0

Average: 47.7 minutes

*Range
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average number of days spent on a particular skill, the number of minutes

per day, or how often they began instruction in op new skill. The number

of days reported ranged from 6 to 35, and the ntmber of minutes per day

Design Comprehension instruction was given-,1b0000 developmental reading

group, ranged from 5 to 10. Therefore, a develbiloolontal reading group might

have received a minimum of 25 or maximum of 50 laiziptes of Design Comprehen-
sion skill instruction each week.

Requisite 7: Learners must be postassessed following
instruction in order to ascertain their mastery level.

Interviewees of both imPlementation patterns reported that they
always postaisessed following,instrUction. The product's criterion7

referenced tests were used as the assessment instruments.. Postassess-

ment was a scheduled activity that signaled the end of a'skill cycle for

implementors of the formal pattern. Postassessment for a skill was less
scheduled for implementAs of the informal pittern-and occurred when
learners appeared to be ready for it.

Requisite 8: Learners must be regrouped in a manner that
is consistent with their current skill needs.

This requisite is related to several of the other requisites .
attainment is dependent particularly upon attainment of requisites'5, 7, ,

and 9 which pertain respectively to skill groups formed on the basis'of
assessment information, postassessment following instruction, and up-to-
date record keeping (see below for discussion'of requisite 9). Requi-

site 8 is also interrelated with instruction targeted at learners' skill

deficiencies (requisite 4). Implementors of the formal pattern can be

said to have satisfactorily attained requisite 8. They regrouped learners
for instruction that was consistent with their current skill needs by
postassessing after instruction and by forming skill groups on the basis
of profile cards, i.e., assessment information. Formal implementors
regrouped for Comprehension everttwo to nine weeks (see requisite 6),
and their skill groups were composed primarily of nonmasterb (see requi-
site 4).

Implementors of the informal pattern did not regroup in order to
provide instruction consistent with their learners' current skill needs.
Informal implementors were cognizant of their developmental reading
group members' skill deficiencies, they postassessed after instruction,

and they kept group members' profile cards up-to-date. However, masters

as well as nonmasters frequently received instruction in a skill. That
is, instruction was targeted toward areas where learners were proficient '

as well as where they were deficient.
Requisite'8 is based on the assumption that regrouping on the basis

of nonmastery is the most direct and efficient method of providing
instruction focused on the current skill needs of learners. Imple-

t
mentors of the formal pattern can be said to have attained requisite 8

while implementors of the informal'pattern cannot.
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Requisite 9: Profile cards pust be kept up-to-date and in a

fashion that ensures their utility in instructional decisions.

Interviewees of both implementation patterns4eported.that the

Comprehension profile cards or other recordkeepingVevices, Such as wall

charts, were kept up-to-date.

Requisite lOr Be* skill groups must be fOrmed"at a rate that
ensures completion of at least one level per grade in'a school

year throughout the field test period.

The most precise method of measuring thit req0iSite Would have been

to analyze the differences between the nuMber of skills mastered upOn

entering the program and the nuMbei oUskills mastered at the end Of the

field test period for samples of. learnerifrom the field test sites.,

'However, the magnitude Of the clata-gathering needs for the entire field .

test precluded use of this method.' A less preciseestimate-Was Ohlained

by analysis of the nuMber of skills at(each skiWlevel and the regrouping
frequencies cited !in:the description ok requisite 6.

The nuMber.of skills at each level follows:

Level A
Level B
Level C
Level D
Level E
Level F
LeVel G

4 skills
4 skills
,5 skills
6 Skills
6 skills
6 skills
5 skills

Learners at the primary level Working at Levels A to C would have had to

master an average of 4.33 skills to complete at least one level per

grade during the field test period; learners at the intermediate level

working at Levels D to G would have had to master an avOrage of 5.75

skills. Using the regrouping frequencies from Table 12 and a 40-week

period as a school year base, learners who were regrouped for Compre-

hension every two, three, four, six, and even nine weeks, would have had

the opportunity to receive instruction for the average number of skills

cited above. This analysis applies only to implementors of the formal

pattern.
Comparable data are not availeple for implementors of the informal

pattern. Interviewees were usually unable to report how often they
began instruction in a new skill. Further, it is not known how often a
learner received instruction in skills not mastered, as opposed to

skills mastered. It can only be surmised that learners of the informal
pattern did complete at least one skill level ddring the field test

period.

Summary

Evaluative iivformation about product implementation has been pre-

sented in relation to the attainment status of field test sites for each

of-the developer-recommended requisites for effective implementation.
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A sniaMary evaluation statement for each requisite was provided in

Table .11.; The'first three requisites perthined to Product installation

and were assessed as satisfactorily attained, with the exception of.

provision of sufficient opportunities for the,keying of:local materials

to the:prodUct's instructional objectives and placement testing'for new

studentivand second semester kindergarten-level students.
Alequisites 4 to 10 referred to the instruCtional, assessment, and

management Aspects of implementation. VAriability in the attainMent of

theserequisites was described'in relation to the formal and informal

implementation patterns used by the field test faculties. For the for-

mal pattern, instructional groups were formed on the basis of common

skill needs and meMbership changed as often as newakill groups were

formed: For the informal pattern, instructional groups were formed

,on the basis "of basal reader ability with the meMbership of these groups

remaining relatively intact. Implementors of the format pattern were

Seen as haying attained requisites 4 to 9 satisfactorily. For imple-

mentorsof the inforMal pattern, the results were satisfactory for requi-

sites 7 and 9, generally satisfactory fOrTequidites. 5.and.6; and un-

satisfactOry for requisites 4 and 8. Satisfactory attainment for both

implementation patterns.for requisite lb was based on an estimate rather

than actual evidence.
_It can be concluded that the teacher's resource files, teacher's

planning guide and Centersponsored inservice provided sidfiCient
informationfor,the field test faculties to implement the'product
according tO the requisites for effective'implementation. Whether

the requisites. are Attained or not is dependent upon the implemen-

tation pattern which school staff members elect to use,rather than

Upon:the sufficiency of the prod/ct's component materials.

'OBJECTIVE 2:7 PRODUCT FEASIBILITY

The evaluative information provided for obje tive 1 showed that the

Design Comprehension element can be installed and lamented according

to the developer's plan, which is one measure.of p oduct feasibility.

TeAcher acceptance and degree of enthusiasm are additional measures.
During the third monitoring visit, each school's principal or

reading specialist Was asked to ratL teacher reaction to the Design

Comprehension program. Their ratings are presented in Table 13. From.

Table 13 it is clear that most of the staff at the two site types had a

positive reaction to the program.
.

.Also during the third monitoring visit, the 40 teacher/unit leader

interviewees yere asked to provide, independently of the interview,
their perceptions of the program by rating statements on a five-point

scale from (1) "strongly disagree" to (5) "strongly agree." The 40
interviewees represented 22t-of the field test staff since the total
number of teaching staff members across the ten schools was 181. The 40

included 16 primary level teachers and 24 intermediate level teachers,

32 of whom were using the formal implementation pattern, and 8, the

informal pattern.
1
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TABLE 13

PRINCIPAL/READING SPECIALIST RATINGS OF
STAFF REACTIONS TO WDRSD: COMPREHENSION

c13

'Reaction

Staff Negative Lukewarm Positive Enthusiastic

Site Type A
1
a la

Schools where typical MoSt' 9

reading achievement
is at or above 'Some 2 2

grade level (N = 9).*

IWO

A few 2 1

Site Type B
Schools where typical Most - 2 -

reading achievement
is below grade Some , - 1 - 1

level (N = 2)
A few - - - -

*N = 9 here, rather than 8, because one school system has separate buildings

and administrators for its primary and intermediate level students.

aA particular grade level at one school

Table 14 presents the interviewees' degree of agreement, according

to implementation patterns, for nine statements. Statement 1 refers to

agreement with the selection of skills identified on the whole. State-

ments,2 to 7 refer to the objectives in each of the six strands. When

the percent of respondents for categories 4'and 5 are iummed, it is

clear that implementors of botb patterns agreed with statement 1, that

the Design had correctly idqntified skills students need for reading

comprehension. There was also a high degree of agreement among the
interviewees with respect to the objectives that had been identified for

the Main Idea and Context strands. The lower percent of interviewees

agreeing with the Sequence, Reasoning, Detail, and Affixes'objectives

confirmed other field test data which indicated the need for revisions

in those strands.
Statements 8 and 9 were designed to measure degree of enthusiasm

for the product and the product's perceived effectiveness. In summing

the percent respondents for categories 4 and 5, 72% felt that spending

extra teach the skills was worthwhile. Ratings on this measure

of enthds sm were highest for the formal implementors; over half of the

informal implementors chose the neutrdi category for statement 8. These

same proportions between the two groups were maintained for statement 9,

but there was more spread across the rating categories. Slightly more

than half of the formal implementors agreed that the Design enabled them

to teach comprehension skills better than any other program they had

48
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/

THIRD MONITORING VISIT INTERVIEWEES' DEGREE OF
AGREEMENT. WITH STATEMENTS ABOUT WDRSD: COMPREHENSION..

TABLE 14

Implementation ',11 Re- Mean % Strongly % Disagree 'A Neutral % Agree A Strongly
Pattern* Olondents Rating Disagree (1) .(2) (3) (4)-'.- Agree- (5)

1. T4et Wisconsin Design s identified skills that students need for reading
0 Iprehension.

$:

FormaZ . ' 32 4.22 0.0 3.1 3.1' 62.5
Infornial 8 4.00 0.0 0.0 '12.5

Total 40 4.17 0.0 2.5 5.0 65.0

Y
2. mo ry of the objectives in the Main Idea strand is essential for reading

c

Formal
InforMal
Total

ehension.

30

7

37

4.30
3.71
4.19

0.0
0.0
0.0

0.0
0.0

_ 0.0

,i
3.3

28.6
8.1

63.3
171.4
64.9

3. Mastery of the objectives in the Sequence strand is essential
comprehension.

31.2
12.5
27.5

_ 33.3
0.0

27.0

for reading

Formal 30 3.83 0.0 6.8 16.7 63.3
Informal 6 3.50 0.0 0.0 50.0 50.0
Total 36 3.78 0.0 5.5 22.2 61.1 '

4.t Mastery of the objectives in the
$ /

ecomprehension.

i4

F4-mal
IriforMal

T4tal
,

Re((/soning strand.is essential for reading

27 4.00 0.0 3.7 14.8 59.3
8 3.62 0.0 0.0 37.5 62.5
35 3.91 0.0 2.9 20.0 60.0

Maetery of the objectives
coMprehension. ,

in the Detail strand is essential

Formal, 30 3.93
Informhl 7 3.71
Total 37 3.89

for reading/

0.0 0.0 23.3 60.0
0.0 14.3 14.3 57.1
0.0 2.7 21.6 59.4

6. Mastery of the objectives in the Context strand is ebsential for reading
comprehension.

FOrmal 24 3.92 0.0 4.2 8.3 79.2
Informal 8 4.00 0.0 0.0 12.5 75.0
Total 32 3.94 0.0 3.1 9.4 78.1

13.3
0.0
11.1

22.2
0.0

17.1

16.7
14.3
16.2

r2.5
9.4
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:Table 14 (cont.)

Implementation N Re- Mean % Strongly % Disagree %,Neutral % Agree % Strongly

Pattern ,,spondents Rating Disagree (1) (2) (3) (4) Agree (5)

7. Mastery of the objectives in the Affixes strand is essential for reading

comprehension.
i

Formal 24 3.87 0.0 0.0 25.0 62.5 12.5

Informal 8 3.37 0.0 0.0 62.5 37.5 0.0

Total 32 3.75 0.0 0.0 34.4 56.2 9.4

8. Spending extra time to teach the Design's Coinprehension skills is worthwhile.

Formal 32 4.06 0.0 3.1 18.7 46.9 31.2

Informal 7 3.57 0.0 0.0 57.1 28.6 14.3

Total 39 3.97 0.0 2.6 25.6 43.6 28.2

9. The Wisconsin Design enables me to teach comprehension skills better than any

ADther program I've used.

Formal 29 3.38 3.4 20.7 20.7 44,8 10.3

Informal 8 3.12 0.0 12.5 62.5 25.0 0.0

Total 37 3.32 2.7 18.9 29.7 40.5 8.1

'.

*The formal implementation pattern was predominant in the eight site type A 'schoOlel

the informal implementation pattern was predominant in the two site type B schools.

used, while more than half of the informal implementors chose the

ne4tral rating for statement 9. Across all nine statements, a majority

of the formal implementors rated in categories 4 and 5, and a majority

of the informal implementors rated in categories 3 and 4.

During the fourth monitoring visit, conducted near the end of the

field test, the 30 teacher/unit leader interviewees were,asked how they

felt about continuing with the program. Of the responses, 83.3% were

positive, 10.0 neutral, and 6.7% negative:

The number of interviewees for the third and fourth monitoring

visits is small in comparison to the total number of school staff who

were implementing the program. Nevertheless, the data for the formal

implementors are generalizable since Ilemajority of those interviewees

were from multiunit schools and were pAsenting a unit viewpoint, rather

than an individual viewpoint. It can be concluded that school staff in

general considered the Design's ComprehensiOn component a viable program.

Staff members who used the formal implementation pattern were, on the

whole, quite enthusiastic about the program. Reactions to the program

for interviewees of the informal implementation pattern were more neutral.
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OBJECTIVE 3: PRODUCT DEFICIENCIES

Comment Cards (Appendix H) filled out by the field test teachers

alerted the developer to deficiencies in the product's Titerials.

Specific component materials receiving comments were the teacher's
planning guide, teacher's resobrce files, and the criterion-referenced

tests. There are separate teacher's planning guides for Word Attack,

for Study Skills, and for Comprehension, and one guide for Self-Directed.

Interpretive, and Creative Reading. The need was expressed for a sirole
planning guide that would provide several specific examples of how to
schedule for concurrent implementation of all the Design elements.

Although the teacher's resource files received many positive
comments, some teachers felt that more variety was needed in the type of

skill development activities offered. They advocated that activities be'
less teacherdirected, adaptable to independent work, less paper and
pencil, and more "game-oriented." The inclusion of activities for skill

appliOation was also suggested.
Tests most frequently cited as having problems were those in the

Sequence, Reasoning, Detail, and,Affix strandi leachers commented that

th'e memory load was too great for the Sequence tests at Levels A, B, and
C and that the picture size was too small for,both the SeqUence and

Reasoning tests at Levels A and B. Teachers also identified test items

where the picture content was confusing. Some teachers felt that there

was not enough difference between the levels of the skills in'a strand

as, for example, in the Sequence "Before or After" skills at Levels B

and C, and Context at Levels D and Some children were able to master

a Detail skill at a higher leVel but not it a lower level, calling the

leveling of the skills into question. Across die strands, teachers
identified test items that were particularlp confusing or troublesome

for their students.
Teachers also identified more general problem !areas. Many felt

that there was too great a gap between Levels B and C. That is, chil-

dren who were able to rather rapidly move through the liatening skills

at Level A and B could not then handle the reading required at Level C.

They also felt that the leap from listening skills at Levels A and B to

reading at Level C was too great. It waSrecommended°that reading be
required for some of the Level B skills as a transition to Level C. A
lower vocabulary level for Level C was also recommended. The other

general problem area concerned the Reasoning strand. Both school
administrators and teachers advised that more teacher-directed material

was needed for the upper-level reasoning skills. Teachers did not have

the background in reasoning they felt was requisite for teaching those

skills.
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IV

EVALUATION OF PROP

Ther,degree of implementation the field test sites provides one

context for evaluating the productAffectiveness data presentedfor
field test objectives 4 to 8. The observed implementation period pro-
viaes.another context for evaluation of the effectiveness date, par-
ticularly in relation to, comparative performance on the program-embeaded

' tests, objective 4. As originally designed, the field test term permitted
an implementatiOn period of nine months for the primarV levels (Grades 1
tO 3) and eight months for the intermediate levels (Grades 4 to A)
before comparison ate were collected for the implementation groups. A

majority of the p ry levelteachers began implementation in November

of 19731/but it i questionable whether.actual instruction had gotten

underway by Fall 74 befqre the comparison data were c011ected in late

September. fore, the actual ikplementation period far the primary

levels was approximately seven months. Intermediate level teachers in
eight of the ten schools began instruction on schedule in January 1974,
and all but one school had started in the Fall by October 1974. The

actual,implementation period for the intermediate levels before the
comparieon data were collected in late November, then, was also approx-
imately seven months.

Virtually no implementation occurred for Grade 1 before the com-'

parison data were collected. Second semester kindergarten implementation
occurred in just two of the ten schools. Implementation of the year-
round-school concept.began in 1974 in,one of these two schools, meaning
that comprehension instruction at all grade levels began'again in July 1974

for two tracks of students and in October 1974 for the third track.
Except for the year-round-school, the beginning and ending of school
dates wereapproximately alike for all the field test W.tes.

The evaluation for objectives 4 and 5 was designed to contrast the
performance of'learners of the same Sge/grade level at the field test
sites in different academic years, immediately prior to installation

57' (Fall 1973, preimplementition group) and near the end of the first year
of implementation (Fall 1974,Amplementation group). Each age/grade
level'preimplementation group served as the control group for the group

-of learners one year Vounger. The grade levels reported in the tables
for objectives 4 and 5 identify the grade levels tested; the change
scores reflect the results of implementation efforts between Fall 1973

and 1974. For example,.change scores reported for grade 5 show the
results of 1973-74 implementation in grade 4 as well as any implementation
in grade 5 prior to the Fall 1974 testing.

41
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.OBJECTIVE 4: COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE--PROGRAM-EMBEDDED TESTS

Results of comparisons on the program-embedded tests between the
preimplementation groups and the implementation groups are presented in
Table 15 for the site type A schools and in Table 16 for the site type B

schools. Percent of mastery information was obtained by computing the
percent of students tested who performed at an 80% or higher level on
the test. Included in the tables are the values for the independent
sample t tests computed on the raw score change of each skill assessed.

Site Type A Comparative Performance

Of the 28 Design objectives assessed,.the implementationvroups
.(Fall 1974 data) mastered 22 objectives, or 79%, at a higher level than
the preimplementation groups (Fall 1973 data). Eight of these 22 gains
and 1 of the 6 losses involve skills.for which the 1973 and 1974 data
sources are not uniform. See "Product Effectiveness," Chapter II, for
a discussion of the data sources.
, The raw score changes were statistically significant for 9 of the
22 gains and for 2 of the 6 skills for which there were losses. Data
sources were not uniform for 3 of these 9 statistically'significaa
gains and for 1 of the 2 significant losses.. ,Skills and grade levels
for which gains were statistically significant were D1,'Grades 4 and 5;
A2, Grade 1; D2, Grade 4; B3, Grade 2; E3, Grade 6;"B4,' Grade 2; and D6
and E5, Grade 4. Statistically significant losses occurred for A4 at
Grade 1 and E3 at Grade.5.

When the comparisons are analyzed by.grade level clusters, 6, or
54.5%, of the 11 comparisons for the primary levels (1 to 3) were positive;
16, or 94.1%, of the 17 comparisons for the intermediate levels (4 to 6)
were positive. It should be recalled that in the evaluative information
presented for product implementation, field test objective 1, it was found
that intermediate level interviewees of the formal implerlentation pattern ,
spent a higher average number of minutes per/week in skill instruction than
. did primary level interviewees.

Site Type B Comparative Performance

Of the 29 Design objectiVes'assessed in,these two schools, the
'implementation groups madtered 21 objectives, or 72%, at a higher level
than the preimplementation groups. When raw score changes are'compared,
gains occurred for 22, or 76%, Of the skills. Eleven, or half, of the
raw score gains and 3 of the 7 losses involve skills for which the 1973
and 1974 data sources are not uniform.

Raw score changes were statistically significant for 9 of.the 22 .

gains and'for 3 of the 7 losses. The 3 significant losses all occurred
at grade level 1 in schools where there had been no kindergarten or
grade I implementation prior to the testing. These losses,,then, cannot
be.attributed to program effect.' Data sources were not uniform for 5
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TABLE 15

COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE ON PROGRAM-EMBEDDED TESTS

OF STUDENTS IN SCHOU WITH TYPICAL READING ACHIEVEMENT

AT OR ABM GRADE LEVEL (SITE TYPE A)*

'Cutrehension Skills

MAIN IDEA STRAND

D1 - -Topic Sentences (15)a

DI - -Topic Sentencesb (15)

D1 - -Topic Sentences (15)

El -,-Main Idea (13)

SEQUENCE STRAND

A2 - -First or Last Event
b r(14)

D2 - -Explicit Seguence,(20)'

,

F2 - -Implicit, iiqiince (30)
,

G1 - -Implicit Sequence (12)

Fall 1973 Fall 1974 1973-74 Change,

Grade Raw score Percent Raw score Percent Raw score Percent

Level N mean masters N mean, masters mean masters t
4

3 218 7.33 24.3 248 7,24 28.6 -.09 4.3

4 221 ,9.86 49.3' 217 12.14 73.7 2,28 24.4

5 250 12.24 73.2 236 13,12 83.1 .88 9.9

5 250 9.86 50.8 236 10,11 57.6 ,25 6.8

1 225 9,95 39,1 227 10.85 54.2 .90 15,1

i 222 14.85 10.4 217 16,00 62;2 1.15 51.8

6 227, 26.24 80,6 247 26.88 84,6 .64 4,0

6 227 7.24 29.f- 247 , 7,45 28,3 .21 -48

REASONING STRAND

1 258

1 258

2 245

2 245:

3 225

4 221

5 214

9.61

635.

8.59

13,92

17,44

17.39

19.75

60.5

19,8

47.3

23.7

60,0

79,2.

604

227

227

255

255

, 240

218

236

8.71

6.53

9,20

14,02

17,64

17,75

18.93

41.9

16.7 I,

49.8

29.4,

60.4

80,7

52.1

-.90

-.42

.61

.10

.20

,36

-.82

A4--outcomes (12)

B3-Outccaes (12) .

B3--Outcceles (12)

C3--Cause-Effect (22)

C3--Cause-Effect' (22)

D3--Making Deductionsb (20)

E3--Making DedUctionsb t24)

-.217

6,,263**.*

2,894***

1.008

3:225***

3,194***

1,632
,

.95

-18,6 -5.294***

-3,1 -1.735;,

2.5 2,877***

5.7 .257

.4 .533 .

1.5 1,323

-8.6 -2,546*t*

(continued) , 55



Table 15 (cont.)

Comprehension Skills Grade

Level N

Fall 1973

N

Fall 1974 1973-74 Change

t

Raw score Percent

mean masters

Raw score Percent

mean masters

Raw score Percent

mean masters

E3 - -Making Deductions (24) 6 228 19.33 54,4 244 20,46 68.4 1.13 14,0 3.668***

G3 - -Induction (15) 6 228 11.40 60.5 244 11.99 66,8 .59 6.3 2.114

DETAIN STRAND

B4 - -Detail

b

(20) 2 .224 15,49 60,3 255 16,77 71.8 1.28 11.5 5,079***

C4i.. -Detail (20) 3 206 15.41 66.5 240 15.22 67.1 -.19 .6 -.421

C5 - -Negatives

b

(23) 3 225 17,05 46.2 248 17.07 47.6 .02 1.4 .046

D4 - -Clauses (21) 3 206 13.82 29.1 248 13,21 23,4 -.61 t 75.7 -1.689

D5 - -Passives

b

(21) 4 221 15.78 46.2 217 16.18 55.8 .40 9.6 1.201

IA - -Clauses (21) 5 240 17.27 66,7 229 17.73 , 74.2 .46 7,5 1,637

E4 - -Embedded Parts (20) 5 240 16.34 67.9 229 16.66 75.5 .32 7.6 1,344

F5 - -Embedded Parts

and Clauses (20)
5 240 14.60 45.4 229 14.71 48.5 .11 3.1 .338

F5 - -Embedded Pasts

and Clauses (20)

6; 222 16.48 69.7 247 16.87 74.1 .39° 4.4 1.455

CON1EXT STRAND,

223 9.29 61.4 218 10.22 74.8 .93 13.4 3.940***D6 - -Context (12)

E5--COntext (12) 4 223 7 32 26.5 218 7.81 24.3 .49 -2.2 2.112**

mMIAMII=MMIN=MmENNI.NMENIINIM11.116

a

b
Maximum possible score

ro 1973 and 1974 data sources not uniform

Li * N = 9 schools

Hp' .05
***p < .01



TABLE 16

COMPARATIVE PERFO

OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS V

BELOW GRADE

CE ON PROGRAM-EMBEDDED TESTS

TYPICAL READING ACHIEVEMENT

L (SITE TYPB B)

Ccmprehension Skills Grade

Leyel N

MAIN IDEA STRAND . . 1

Bl-Paragraph.TOpice (15)b 2 50.

R1-Paragraph Topics
a

(15) 3 50

C1-4aragraph Topics (15) 4- 35

D1--Topic Sentences (15) 4 35

Cl-Paragraph Topicsa (15) 5 50

la-Topic Sentences (15) 6 49

El-Main Idea (13) 6 49

SEQUENCE STRAND

A2--First or Last Eveata (14) 1 50

D2-Explicit Sequence (20) 5 49

D2--Explicit Sequencea (20) 6 50

REASONINeSTRAND

A4-Outcomed (12) 1 57

B3--Outccmei '(12) 1 ,57

03-Outcomesa (12) 2 50

A4-Outcomes (12) 3 54

,B3--Outcomes (12) 3 54

58

Fall 1973 . Fall 1974 1973-74 Change .

Raw score Percent Raw score Percent litwacore Percent

mean masters N' mean master; mean

9.88

10.8k

11.34

, 5.03

11.32

9.16

6.78

7.30

10.88

.12.46

8.74

5.09

4.68

9.11

6.26

44.0 54 9.63 38.9 -.25

52.0 56 12.02 64.3 1 14s.

54.3 49 11.43- 55.1 .09

2.9 49 5.96 14.3 .93

56.0 47 12.98 76.6. 1.66

44.9 -49 4.43. 34.7 .27

10.2 1.49, 7.33 14.3 '.55

12.0 59 5.39 5.1 --1.91

0.0 47 15.85 . 61.7 4.97

30.9 49 13.82 42.9 1,36

38.6 59 6.07 5.1 -2.67
..,'

1.8 59 3.02 1.7 -2.07

4.0 53 6A3.1
.,-.

11. 3 1.75

51.9 51 ,10..96 72.5 ..95

16.7 51 420 13.3 1.94

7 masters 't

*

-5.1 -.311

12.3 Imo

:0.8 .122

11.4 1.313

29.6 2.725***

-10.2 ;318

4.1. .948

4.9

61.7 5 .77210

12.9

-331 :.4..3$54*'**,

-0.A...,-.5:214!***1. -)

f ', .. P ' ',, ' i

, 7.3
: 0

-20.6 r2.683** 1

16..6 -,1.59a**A

'(cont411103)
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Table 16 (cont.)

Comprehension Skills Grade

Level N

Fall 1973

N

Fall 1974 1973-74 Change

t

Raw score Percent

mean masters

Raw score

mein

Percent
...

masters

Raw score Percent

mean _misters

C3--Cause-Effect (22) 3 54 10.11 0.0 51 14.20 29.4 4.09 29.4 5.918***

C3--Cause-Effecta 22) 4 50 15.16 _24.0 49 15.63 34.7 .47 10.7 .565

C3--Cause-Effect
a

(22) 5 50 14.48 24.0 50 17.36 48.0 2.88 24.0 4.011***

D3--Making Deductions
a

(20) 6 50 14.46 48.0 46 14.91 50.0. .45 2.0 .571

DETAIL STRAND
,

B4=-Detaila (20) 2 50 11.60 18.0 53 11.21 13.2 -.39 -4.8 -.503

B4F-Detaila (20) 50 13.34 38.0 56 14.61 46.4 1.27 8.4 .336

B4--Detail (20) 4 39 16.85 69.2 47 16.77 74.5 -.08 5.3 -.126

C4--Detail (20) 4 39 13.33 41.0 47 14.32 55.3 .99 14.3 ,860

C5--Negatives
a

(23) 4 50 13.44 16.0 47 14.74 29.8 1.30 13.8 .385

C4--Detaila:(20) 5 50 12.86 32.0 50 15.76 60.0 2.90 28.0 3.207***

C5--Negatives
a

(23) 5 50 13.28 8.0 47 17.38 48.9 4.10 40.9 4.778***

D4-Clauses (21) 6 52 14.90 38.5 46 15.50 34.8 .60 -3.7 1.016

E4--Embedded Parts (20) 6 52 14.31 42.3 46 14.24 37.0 -.07 -5.3 -.109

CONTEXT STRAND

D6--Context (12) 5 46 8.26 34.8 50 8.32 36.0 .06 1.2 .115

a

b
1973,and 1974 data sources nOt,uniform

Maximum possible score

6 0
*N = 2 schools

** < .05

***p "Z .01



of the 9 significant gains and for 1 of the 3 significant losses.

Skills and grade levels for which gains were statistically significant

were Cl, Grade 5; D2, Grade 5; B3, Grade 2; A4, Grade 3; B3, Grade 3;

t3, Grade 3; C3, Grade 5; C4 and C5, Grade 5. Statistically significant

losses occurred for A2, A4, and B3 at Grade 1.
Six, or 54.5%, of the U. primary level raw score change comparisons

were positive while 16, or 88.9%, of the 18 intermediate level comparisons

were positive. Information from school personnel about the average
number of minutes spent.per week in skill instruction was imprecise and

thus cannot be related to these comparisons.
When comparisons are analyzed by Comprehension strands across the

two site type groups, gains occurred for 9 (82%) of the 11 Main Idea

comparisons, for 6 (86%) of the 7 Sequence comparisons; for 13 (72%) of

the 18 Reasoning comparisons; for 13 (72%) of the 18 Detail comparisons;

and for all (10O%) of the three Context comparisons.

OBJECTIVE 5: COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE-STANDARDIZED
READING ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

The Fall 1974 data source for grade levels 4 to 6 (Site type A) and

5 to 6 (site type B) did.not result from random assignment of students

to the test. In order to measure field test.objective 6, students who

had been raneomly assigned to the 1973 Comprehensive Tests of Basic

Skills.test sittings at grade levels 3, 4, and 5 (site type A) and 4 and

5 (site'type B) were,intentionally assigned to the 1974 CTBS sittings at

grade levels 4, 3, and.6 and 5 and 6 respectively, for the two site type

groups. The data, however, were uniformly derived, from randomization

procedures for the 1973 baseline data at all grade levels and for the

1974 comparison data at grade levels 1 to 3 for the site type A schools

and at grade levels 1 to 4 for the site type B schools-

Comparison data for the preimplementation and implementation groups

in terms of raw score means and normative information are presented in

Table 17 for the site type A schools and in Table 18,for the site type B

schools. Also prOvided are'values for the independent sample t tests

that were performed on the raw score changes.

Site Type A Comparative Performance

Wone of the six standardized test ciomparisons favored the preimple-

mentation groups. Although kindergarten implementation occurred in just

two of the nine schools, there was a raw score gain for the Listening

subtest of the Cooperative Primary Test administered at Grade 1. Fall

norms for this grade level are not available. The raw score gain for

the CPT Reading subtest administered at Grade 2 was significant at the

.01 level.
The most dramatic increase on the Comprehensive Tests of Basic

Skills occurred at Grade 6 where the raw score gain was significant at

the .05 level. Changes in percentile rank occurred at Grades 4 and 6
with increase& of 4 and 7 respectively; there were no changes in either
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TABLE 17

A

COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE ON STANDARDIZED READING ACHIEVEMENT TESTS 0

OF STUDENTS IN SCHOOLS WITH TYPICAL READING ACHIEVEMENT

AT OR ABOVE GRADE LEVEL ($ITE TYPE A)*

Standardized Test Grade

Level N

Fall 1973

GE
a

N

Fall 1974

GE

1973-74 Change

-

t

Raw score

mean PR
a

Raw score

mean PR

Raw score

mean PR GE

Listening Subtest,

Form 12B, CPT

Reading Subtest,

Form 12B, CPT

Reading Cceprehension

3ubtest, Form 9 Level 1,

:TBS
,

ieading Comprehension

iubtest/ Form Q Level 1,

:TBS
4

teading Comprehension

dtest, Form Q Level 2,

IBS

eeding Comprehension

1,ubtest, Form Q Level 21

TBS

1

b

2

3

c

4d

5e

6

f

257

244

233

223

243

226

32.80

27.77

25.70

33.36

28.94

31.48

--

63

57

49

54

45

--

--

3 3

4.1

5.3

5.7

228

255

253

,

229

234
,

247

33.76

30.25

26.40

314.08

.

29.24

33.30

--

63

57

53

54

52

--

--

,

3.3

4.2

5.3

6.2

.96

2 48

.70

.72

.30

a

1.82

--

0

4

.

7

--

,

-a

.1

.5,

,

)

1.717

2.910**1

.,,

.777

.948

.361

2.500**

4o
aEntries for'percentile ranks (PR) and grade equivalents (GE) are frce national 'norms tables

b
Fall norms not available for grade level 1

c-f: Grade equivalent at time of test administration: (c) 3.0; (d) 4.2; (e) 5.2; (f) 6.2

el *N = 9 schools

u **p < .05

***p...< .01
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TABLE 18

COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE ON STANDARDIZED READING ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

OF STUDENtS IN SCH004 WITH. TYPICAL READING ACHIEVEMENT

BELOW GRADE LEVEL (SITE TYPE 8)*

_

Standardized Test rade

Level N

, Fall 1973

PR GE N

Pall 1974

'GE

1973-74 Change

t

Raw score

mean

----Rawscore.

mean PR

Raw score

mean PR GE

,

Listening Subtest, 2 58 32.59 26 -- 53 35.49 37 .1.-- 2.90 .il -- 2.270**

Form 1281+ CPT

. ,

Reading Subtest,, 3 60 24.20 29. -- 56 27.62 40 -- 3.42 11 -- 2.785***

Form 23B, CPT .

Reading Comprehension
4b

51' 21.84 30 3.0 51 21.92 30 3.0 .08 .042 ,

Subtest, Form Q Level 1,

OTBS ,

.

Reading Comprehension 5c 48 19.10 32 3.7 52 21.35 4)7 4.0 2.25 5 .3 1.611

Subtest Form Q Level 2 t

.

CTBS
,

.

.

Reading Comprehension 49 20.84 , 25 4.0 48 19.15 20 3.7 -1.69 -.3 -1.152

Subtest, Form Q Level 2
.

CTBS
,

,

.

, ,
.fi ,

aEntries for percentile ranks (PP) for CPT are frcm national norms, tables and, for CTBS'are from large-city norms

tables. Entries forfade equivalents (GE) are frail national norms tables.

b-d: Grade equivalent at time of.test administration: (b) 4.0; (c) 5.2; (d) 6.2

*N 2 schools

***p < .01
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percentile ranks or grade equivalents-at Grades 3 and 5. Grade 4
experienced a grade equivalent gain of .1 and Grade 6, a gain of .5. In

terms of grade equivalent scores, Grade 4 was .1 and Grade 6 was .5

below grade level in Flail 1973, while Grade 3 was .3 and Grade 5 was .1

above grade, level at that time. In Fall 1974 the grade equivalent
scores were at level for Grades 4 and 6 and again above level for Grades

3 (.3) and 5 (.1).

Site Type B-Comparative Performance

Implementation groups achieved a higher raw score than preimple-
mentation groups'on four Of the five compartsond; Raw score gains were
1-istatistically significant at the .05 level for the Listening subiest of
the Cooperative Primary Test.at Grade 2 and at the .01 level for CPT
Reading sdbtest at Grade 3. There were percentile rank increases of 11
for both cpT subtests. 'At the.three grade levels administered the CTBS,
no change in derived scores occurred at Grade 4 (CTBS Level 1), a gain

of 5 in percentile,rank and .3 in grade equivalent occurred at Grade 5

'
(CTRS Level 2), and Grade 6 (CTBS Level 2) experienced a loss in both
percentile rank (-5) and grade equivalent (-.3).

OBJECTIVE 6: COMPARATIVE PERFORMANCE OF INDIVIDUAL
LEARNERS--STANDARDIZED READING ACHIEVEMENT TESTS

The CTBS.test levels administered at each grade level must be con-
,

sidered when analyzing the longitudinal results for this objective. In

the site type A schools, three grade level comparisons were performed:
(1) grade level 3 with 4; (2) 4 with, 5; and (3) 5 with 6. Students were

administered CTBS Level 1 as third and fourth graders, Level 1 as fourth
graders and Level 2 as fifth graders, and Level 2 as fifth and sixth

graders. The grade level 4 with 5 comparison, then, involves a change
from CTBS Level 1 to Level 2. Two grade level comparisons were-per-
formed in the site type B schools:, (1) grade level 4 with 5; and

(2) grade level 5 with 6. Students were administered CTRS Level l'ap
fourth graders and Level 2 as fifth graders, and Level 2 as fifth and

-41.'xth graders. The grade level 4 with 5 comparison in the site typB
schools, then, also involves a change from CTBS Level 1 to Level 2.

In computing the results for this objective it was not possible to
use the grade equivalent gain scores from one grade level to the next

given in Tables 17 and 18, because the year-to-year samples were not
strictly identical. The 1973 CTBS data in Tables 17 and 18 contain :
scores for several students who were no longer in attendance at those

schools in 1974. Similarly, the 1974 CTRS data in both tables contain
scores for students who I./dike not tested with CTBS in 1973, but were
tested in 1974 to fill out a test sitting group. For example, in the

site type A grade level 3 with 4 comparison, 233 students were admin
istered the CTRS in Grade 3 in Fall 1973 and 229 students were admin-
istered the CTBS in Grade 4 in Fall 1974. Of these students only 199

were tested both years. .A

6 7
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For the other two site type A. comparisons the following numbers of
students were administered the CTBS'both years:- 190 of the 223 students
(Grade 4, 1973) and 234 students (Grade 5, 1974); and 221 bf'the 243b
students (Grade 5, 1973) and 247 students (Grade 6, 1974).. For the two
site type.B comparisons, the following numbers of, students were admin-
istered the CTBS both years: 40 of the 51 students (Grade 4, 1973) and
52,students (Grade 5, 1974).;, and 29 of the 48 students (Grade 5, 1973)
and 48 students (Grade 6, 1974).

Frequency distributions of grade equivalent change scores were
plotted for each of the grade level comparisons using the data from only
-those students tested both yeari. The distributions, by site tYpe and
grade level comparison, are shown in Table 19 in terms of the number and
percentage of students for six grade.equivalent change intervails. In

the grade level 3 with 4. comparison,.62:3% of the 199 students tested
gained 1.1 or more years. A gain of 1.2 would be expected since the
grade equivalent at the time of test administiation in Grade 3 was 3.0
and in Grade 4 was 4.2. Of the 190 students in the grade 4 compared
with 5 comparison, 45.2% gained.1:1 or iinoyears. In the grade 5
compared to 6 comparison, 46.6% of 221.siutents gained 1.1 or more
,years. Across the three grade level comparisons for'the site type A
schools; 5.4% of the students experienced no change in grade equivalent
scores, 27.9% a gain from a month to a year, 51..3% a gain of 1.1 or
better, while 15;4% experienced a loss in grade equivalent.

For the site type B schools, 50% of the_ 40 grade level 4 with 5
contarison students gained 1.1 or more, while only 17.2% of the 29 grade
"level 5 with 6 comparison students gained 1.1 or more years. Across the
two site type B comparisons, 7.2% of the students experienced no Change

_in grade equivalent. scores, 33.3% a gain from a month to a year, 36.2% a
gain of 1.1 or better, while 23.2% experienced a loss in grade equivalent.

In order to test these data statistically, a standardized measure
of an individual's relative standing from year to year was necessary.
Thig. was accomplished/by utilizing the derived percentile ranks. The

1973 percentile ranks of individuals were derived from tables of national
norMs (large-city norms--site type B) on the basis of their CTBS raw
score, test level, grade level, and time of year administered. Then, a

projected raw score, based on the same°Percentile rank for the next
grade level, was determined. The differences between the 1974 obtained
raw score and the 1974 projected raw score from the 1973 percentil"
infoimation were computed. These difference sCores Wgre then anti

by grade level, using dependent t tests. The results are summarf

Table 19. The gains Were greater-than would be eXpected for the sit
type A grade level 3 with 4 and 5 with 6 comparisons. For the grade
level 5 with 6 site type B coMparison, there wis a more significant
decrease than would be expected over a one-year period.

OBJECTIVE 7: PERCENT MASTERS AMR? SKILL INSTRUCTIOrii

Postassessment Following Instruction Forms (Appendix I) were com-
pleted and returned to the Center by the field test faculties of seven
,of the eight site type A schools that were monitored and by one of the
two site type B schools. Data summaries from the forms are provided in
Tables 20 and 21 respectively for the two site type groups.

6 8



TABLE 19

DISTRIBUTION OF GRADE EQUIVALENT CHANGES OF STUDENTS ADMINISTERED CTBS

READING COMPREHENSION SUBTEST IN BOTH 1973 AND 1974

ts.)

4--------
Intervals of Grade Equivalent Changes Projected Vs.

Admini tration , -1,1 or -.1 to .1 to 1.1 to 2.0 or Actual RawScor

, Site Type
it

CTRS Level Grade Level Total more -1.0 o 1 0 1 9 more , Differences

1973 1974 173 1974 N N % N %N% li Nit
A - -Schools4heie

typical re;Idilig

achievement is

1 1

1 2

3 4

4 5

199

190

6 3.0 8 4.0 11 5.5 SO 25l 64 32.2 60 30.1

15 7.8 28014.7 4 2.1 57 30.0 40 21.0 46 24.2

3.876**

-.806

at or above .

grade level. 2 2 5 6 221 15 6.8 22 10.1 18 8.1 63 28.5 37 16.7 66 29.9 3.515**

(N 2 9 schools)

Total 610 36 5.9 58 9,5 33 5.4 170, 27.9 141 23.1 172 28,2

,

\N\

B - -Schools where 1 2 4 5 40 0 0,0 4 10.0 2,5 15 37,5 14 35,0 6 15.0 .833

typical reading

achievesent is

below grade

level.

2 2 5 6

.

29

10,

2 6.9 10 34 . 5, 4 13,8 8 27.6 5 17,2 0 0.0 -2.513*

(N = 2 schools)

'Dotal 69 2 2,9 14 20.3 5 i.2 23 33.3 19 27;5 6 8.7

70
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TABLE 20

PERCENT MASTERS AFTER SKILL INSTRUCTION IN SCHOOLS WITH
TYPICAL READING ACHIEVEMENT AT OR ABOVE GRADE LEVEL

(SITE TYPE A)*

Comprehension Skills
' Number of
Students

Number of
Masters

Percent
Masters

r-
MAIN IDEA STRAND

Al-Picture topics 290 264 91.0

Bl-Paragraph topics 524 404 77.1

Cl-Paragraph topics 463 402 86.8

Dl-Topic sentences 567 474 83.6

El-Main idea 282 221 78.4

Fl-Main idea 301 176 58.5

Total 2427 1941 80.0

SEQUENCE STRAND

A2-First or last event 492 348 70.7

B2-Before or after 1095 551 50.3

C2-Before or after 657 386 56.0

D2-Explicit sequence 422 355 84.1

E2-Explicit sequence 601 271 45.1

F2-Implicit sequence 1152 139 91.4

Gl-Implicit sequence

Total

140

3559

118

2168

84.3,

60.9

REASONING STRAND

A3-Synthesis 191 162 84.8

A4-Outcomes 395 278 70.4

B3-Outcomes 937 656 70.0

C3-Cause-effect 351 310 88.3

D3-Making deductions 187 172 92.0

E3-Making deductions 228 175 76.7

F3-Complex deductions 402 165 41.0

F4-Inferring from principles 278 198 71.2

G2-Natural deductions 35 28 80.0

G3-Induction
_

54 44 81.5

Total 3058 2188 71.5

71
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Table 20 (cont.)

Comprehension Skills
Number of
Students

s° Number of
Masters

Percent
Masters

DETAIL STRAND

B4-Detail 558 398 7113
Ill 4

C4-Detail 238 204 85.7

C5-Negatives 398 314 79.0

D4aClauses 374 287 76.7

D5-Passives 403 312 77.4

E4-Embedded parts 72 65 90.3

F5-Embedded parts and clauses 42 39 92.8

Total 2085 1619 77.6

CONTEXT STRAND

D6-Context 236 214 90.7

E5-Context 386 281 72.8

G4-Context 56 54 96.4

Total 678 549 81.0

AFFIXES STRAND

E6-Prefixes 504* 357 70.8

F6-Suffixes 384 309 80.5
,

G5-Prefixes 120 82 68.3

Total 1008 748 74.2

Grand Total 12815 9213 71.9

*N = 7 Schools

7.2
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Al-Picture topics

51-Pargiaih .topip

Cl-Paragraph topics

Dl-Topic sentences,

El-Main idea

Fl-Main idea

1

Total

SEQUENCE STRAND

A2-First or last event

B2-Before or after

C2-Before or after

E2-Explicit

F2-Implicit

G2-Implicit

sequence

sequence

sequence

sequence

Total

Ober og
StucteritU(

R T.1,4NSTriCEI(Sti frSCHOOI;

E LE4EL ,
447

, Nuritber'of.

\

e

391

86

60

146

190

73

555

REASONING STRAND

A3-Synthesis

A4-Outcomes

B3-Outcomes

C3-Cause-effect

D3-Making, deductions

E3-Making deductions

F3-:ComPlex deductions

F4-Inferring from.prinaiples

G2-Natural deductions

G3-Induction

Total

74

85

65

128

72

75

499

; 48

627

72

72

61,

280

35

20

82

115

20

272

Percent
Masters

43

48

37

83

49

49

309

73.8

81.8

88.9

64.3

61.0

71.6

40.7

33.3

56.2

61.6

27.4

49.0

58.1

56.5

56.9

64.8

68.1

65.3

55

61.9

7 3 (continued)
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Teible'21 (cont.)

ComprehensiOn Skills
Number of
Students

Number of
Masters

Percent
Masters

.DETAIL STRAND

--B4-Detail 55 51 92.7

-CA-Detail 115 83 72.2

C5-Negatives 101_ 66 65.3

D4-ClaUses 143 67 46.8

D5-Passives :_189. 74 67-9

E4-Embedded parts 36 29 80.5

F5-Embedded parts and clauses -- --

Total 559 370 , 66.2

CONTEXT STRAND

D6-Context 113 79 69.9

E5-Context 31 13 41.9

G4-Context

Total 144 92 63.9

AFFIXES STRAND

, E6-Prefixes 58 8 13.8

F6-Suffixes

G5-Prefixes

Total 58 8 13.8

Grand Total 2206 1331 60.3

*N = 1 schCol

7 4



The strands, in descenng order of total percent masters fdr the
site type A schools, were Context (81.0%), Main Idea (80.0), Detail
(77.6), Affixes (74.2), Reasoning (71.5), and Sequence (60.9). The

grand total percent masters across all skills and strands was 71.9%.
Each of...the 36 Level A to G skills had been offered for instruction in
the site type A schools, while the 25 skills encompassing Levels A to E
had been offered for instruction in the site type B school.. The strands,
in descending order of total percent masters for the site type B school,
were Main Idea (71.6%), Detail (66.2), Context (63.9), Reasoning (61.9),
Sequence. (49.0), and Affixes (13.8). The grand total percent masters

was 60.3%.

OBJECTIVE,8: Spa RETENTION

Two kinds of skill retention were assessed for Objective 8: re-
tantion from the instructional break-in testing and retention after -

instruction. Testing for break-in retention involved the retesting of
students On skilis they had mastered at their initial break-in test
level. Since focused instruction on skills already mastered is not
warranted, NIreak-in retention was intended as a measure of retention
without intdrvening focused skill instruction. Retention after instruc-
tion, on the other hand, involved the retesting of students on skills
they had not mastered at break-in, but had mastered after reRaiving
focused instruction. There was an intermission of almost eight weeks
(56 days) or more between the time mastery had been assessed either at
break-in or postassessment after instructiOn, and the Center retesting.

The data for the two kinds of skill retention in terms of number of
students retested and percent retaining mastery are presented by strand'
and skill in Table 22 for the site type A schools and in Table 23 for
the site type B schools. Several factors contributed to the failure to
collect a more comprehensive data set for this objective: (1) the fixed

monitoring visit schedule, (2) percent of students who mastead specific
skills at break-in, (1) the eight-week time interval needed between
mastery and retesting, (4) failure of some schools to enter dates on
profile cards when skills were mastered, (5) alternating of Design skill
areas for instruction, and (6) January 1974 startup for the intermediate
grade levels.

Site Type A Schools

The stgands, in descending order of retention of skills mastered at
break-in, were Main Idea (92.9%), Detail (92.1), Reasoning (91.1),
Sequence (89.1), and Context (87.5), for a grand total break-in retention
rate of 90.9%. Affix skills were not retested. Students retained,
mastery after instruction for skills in the following strand order:
Detail (93.3%), Main Idea (77.2), Sequence (74.3), Reasoning (71.5), and
Affixes (50.0), for a grand total mastery after instruction retention
rate of 73.0%. Context skills were not retested and there was little

7 5
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TABLE 22

RETENTION OF SKILLS MASTERED AT BREAK-IN AND AFTER
INSTRUCTION IN SCHOOLS WITH TYPICAL READING ACHIEVEMENT

.AT OR ABOVE GRADE LEVEL (SITE TYPE A) *
a

Comprehension Skills

Mastered at Break-in Mastered after Instruction Total
Number of Percent Number of Percent' Number of Percent
Students Retaining Students Retaining Students Retaining

Retested** Mastery*** Retested** Maritery*** Retested Mastery***

MAIN IDEA STRAND

Al-Picture topics

Bl-Paragraph topics 25

Cl-Paragraph topics .20

Dl-Topic sentences 29

El-Mainddea 27

Fl-Main iaea. 26

Total 127

SEQUENCE STPAND

A2-First or last event 43

B2-Before or-after 49

C2-Before or after 56

D2-Explicit sequence 25

E27Explicit sequence

F2-Implicit sequence 12

Gl-Implicit seqpence

Total 185

REASONING STRAND

A3-Synthesis

Aftpfitc es

B3-Out 25 ,

C3-Cause-effect 48

D3-Making deductions 49

E3-Making deductions 23

F3-CoMplex deductions

.1-

I'

100.0 25 4 100.0

-96.090.0 20

100.0 .7 85.7 36 97.2

96.3 20 70.0 47 85.1,,

76.9 17 82.3 43 79.1

92.9 44 77.2 171 88.9

93.0 11 81.8 54 90.7

83.6 27 74.1 76 80.2

83.9 * 32 71.9 88 79.5

100.0 16 100.0" 41 100.0

23 56.5
,

23 56.5

100.0 12 100.0

--
4-

--

89.1 109 74.3 294 83.6

21 100.0

61.5, 44 81.8 57 77.2

88.0 42 85.7 67 86.5

95:8 -- 48 95.8

7.9 49 97.9

100 0 21 80.9 44 90.9

37 37.8 37 37.8

76
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Table 22 (cont.)

Mastered at Break-in Mastered after Instruction TOtal

Ccmprehension skills Number of Percent Number of Percent Mulbir of Percent
Students Retaining Students Retaining Students Retaining

Patented** Mastery*** Retested** Mastery*** Retested Mastery***

REASONING (cont.)

F4-Inferring frail 23 69.5

principles

G2-Natural deductions --
G3-Induction --

Total 202 91.1

DETAIL STRAND

84-Detail 25 80.0

C4 -Detail

C5 -Negatives 52 96.1

D4 -Clauses 24 91.7

D5 -Passives 25 88.0

E4 -Embedded parts 27 100.0

F5 -Embedded parts 12 91.6

and clauses

Total 165 92.1

CONTEXT STRAND

D6 -Context 25 80.0

E5 -Context 23 95.6

G4 -Context

Total 48 87.5

AFFIXES STRAND

E6 -Prefixes - -

F6 -Suffixes - -

*SIM MOMG5 -Prefixes

Total - -

1M

144

M

MI ea

15

mg OP

Mb 1M

15

-
Mb MN

18

- -

18

23

M

346

25

52

39

25.

27

12

180

25

, 23

48

18

18

69.3

82.9

80.0

96.1

92.3

88.0

100.0

91.6

92.2

80.0

95.6

87.5

50.0

1M

50.0

god.

M

71.5'

ea ea

M

93.3

11005

- -

93.3

MN.

50.0

M

50.0

Grand Total 727 90.9 330 73.0 1057 85.3

* N 8 schools
** There was an intermission of at least eight weeks between ttitimo of break-in

tetesting or postassessment after instruction sting, and Con r retesting.

*** Mastery criterion: 80%

7 7
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TABLE 23
40

RETENTION OF SKILLS MASTERED AT BREAK-IN AND AFTER
INSTRUCTION IN SCHOOLS WrIM TYPICAL READING ACHIEVEMENT

BELOW GRADE LEVEL (SITE TYPE B) *

Mastered at Break-in Mastered after Instruction Total
i...

Number of Percent Number of Percent Number of PeFcent
Comprehension Skills Students Retaining StUdents Retaining Studentx Repaining

Retested** Mastery*** Retested** Mastery*** Retested tery***

MAIN IDEA STRAND
;.

Al-Picture topics -- t--

81-Paragraph topics 41 87.8 24 75.0 65 -83.1

Cl-Paragraph topics 20 95.0 20 95.0

Dl-Topic sentences 22 77.3 22 77.3
_

El-Main idea

FI-Main idea

Tota1.1

SEQUENCE STRAND

A2-First or last event

82-Before or after

C2-Before or after

D2-ExPlicirsequence

E2-Explicit sequence

F2-Implicit sequence

Gl-Implicit sequence

Total

REASONING STRAND

A3-Synthesis

A4-Outcomes

83-Outcomes

C3-Cause-effect

D3-Making deductions .

61 90.2 46 76.1 107 84.1

24 62.5 24 62.5

17 29.4 17 29.4

23 82.6 23 82.6

64 60.9 64 60.9

27 88.9 /7 88.9

27 48.1 27 48.1

28 89.3 28 89.3

- - * 20 70.0 20 70.0

(continued)

78
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Table 23 (cont.)

Comprehension Skills

Mastered at Break-in
Number of Percent
Stddents Retaining
Retested** Mastery***

Mastered after Instruction Total

'NuMber of Percent Ndmber of Percent
Students -Retaining Students Retaining--

Retested** Mastery*** Retested Mastery***

REASONING (cont.)

E3-Making deductions

F3-Complex deductions

F4-Inferring from
principles

G2-Natural deductions

G3-Induction

Total'

DETAIL STRAND

B4-Detail

C4-Detail,

C5-Negatives

D47Clauses

D5,-Paseives

'..E4EMbedded parts

FS-Embedded parts
and clauses

CONTEXT STRAND

D6-Context

E5-Context

G4-Context

AFFIXES STRAND

E6-Prefixes

F6-Suffixes

G5-Prefixes

Total

Total

Total

-
54 68.5 48 81.2 102 74.5

21. 95.2 20 85.0 41 90.2

37 78.4 37 78.4

58 84.5 20 85.0 78 84.6

Grand Total 173 81.5 178 73.0 351 77.2

* N - 2 schools
** There was an intermission of at

testing or postassessment after
*** Mastery criterion: 80%

least eigheveeks between the time of break-in
instruction testing, and Center retesting.

9
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retesting for the Detail and Affix skills. Across both mastery at

break-in and mastery after instruction, the retention rates in descending
order were Detail (92.2%), Main Idea (88.9), Context (87.5), SequelFe
(83.6), Reasoning (82.9), and Affixes ,(50.0), for a grand total retent.ion

rate of 85.3%.
The mean number of days between mastery and retesting was 96.0 (the

range was 63 to 146 days) for skills mastered at break-in and 87.1-(the

range was 48 to 165 days) for skills mastered after instruction.

Site Type B Schools

The mastery at break-in retention rates by strand for these two
schools were Main Idea (90.2%), Detail (84.5), and Reasoning (68.5), for
a grand total retention rate of 81.5%. Rlipting of Sequence, Context,
and Affix skills mastered atibreak-in didlibt occur. Retention rates for
skills mastered after instruction were Detail (85.0%--one skill), Reasoning
(81.2), Main Idea (76.1) and Sequezice (60.9), for a grand total retention
rate of 73.0%. TDere was no retesting for Context and Affix skills.
Across both mastery at break-in and mastery after instruction, the
retention rates in descending order were Detail (84.6%), Main Idea
(84.1), Reasoning,(74.5), and Sequence (60.9), for a grand total retention
rate of 77.2%. The mean number of days between mastery and retestAg°
was 68.9 (the range was 68 to 70 days) for skills mastered at break-in

and 77.2 (the range was 63 to 122 days) for skills mastered after inst

tion.
Main Idea and Detail skills had the best retention rates for both

site type groups. Also, skills mastered at break-in had better retention
rates than did skills mastered after instruction. The mastery after
instruction retention rate for both site type groups was 73.0%.

SUMMARY

Field test objectives 4 to 8 were concerned with product effective-

ness. Data reported were separated according to reading achievement
level which was typically at or above grade in eight sdhools (site
type A) and typically below grade level in two schools (site type B).

The evaluation.design for objectives 4 and 5 utilized a cross-
sectional comparison of the performance of learners of the same age/grade
level in the field test sites in different academic years--immediately
prior to installation (Fall 1973, preimplementation group) and near the
end of the first year of implementation (Fall 1974, implementation
group) . Each age/grade level preimplementation group served as the
control for the group of learners at the same age/grade level one year
later.

4

Objective 4 pertained to comparative performance on the prcluit's
program-embedded tests. In the site type A schools, comparisons wake
positive for 22,,or 79%,.of. the 28 Design objectives assessedr The raw
score changes between the preimplementation and implementation groups
were statistically significant for 9 of the 22 gains and for 2 of the 6
skills for which there were losses. Six, or 54.5%, of the 11 comparisons

0
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for the primary levels (Grades 1 td,3) were positive while 16, or 94.1%,
of.the 17 comparisons for the intermediate levels (Grades 4 to 6), were.
positiye. Comparisons favored the implementation groups in'the site
type B schools on 22, or 76%, of the 29 skills assessed'. Raw score

changes- were-statietically-significant-for-9-ofiphe-22-gdins-and for-3---
of 'the 7 losses. Six, or 54.5%, of the 11 primary level raw score
'change comparisons were positive while 16, or 88.94, of the 18 inter-
mediate level comparisonswere positive.

Objective 5 was concerned with comparative performance on
standardized reading ashievement tests. The Listening and Reading
subtests from the Cooperative Primary Tests (CPT) and Levels 1 and 2'of'
the Reading Comprehension subtest4rom the Comprehensive Tests of Basic
Skills (CTBS) were used as the program-independent measure for comparing
the implementation groupwith-the-Preimplementation group. All of the
six standardized test comparisonS in the site type A schools favored the
.implementation groups. The raw.score gain for'the CPT Reading sUbtest
administered at Grade 2 waseignificant at the .01 level, while gaini in
raw score means on the CTBS were achieved at Grades 3-to 6. Grade 4
experienced a grade equivalent gain of .1 and Grade 6 a gain of .5, with
corresponding gains in percentile rank scores of 4 and- 7, respectively.
There were no chanwokin either grade equiValents or pdrcentile ranks at
Grades 3'and 5. The raw score gain at Grade 6 was significant at the.
.05 level.

Implementation groups achieved a higher raw score ihan preimple-
mentation groups on four of the five comparisons for-objective 5 in the
site type B schools'. The raw score gains for the CPT.'subtests were
statistically significant at the .05 level at Grade 2,and at the .01
level at Grade-3. For the CTBS administered at Giades. 4, 5, and 6, no
change in derived scores occurred at Grade 4, a gain of 5 in percentgie

rank and .3 in grade equivalent occurred at.Grade1,5, whileiftrade 6

experienced a losS in both percentile rank (-5) ahd grade eqUivalent,:

(-.3).
Objective 6 involved a longitudinal comparison of students who were

administered the CTBS in both 1973 and 1974 (610 students in the site'
type A schoOls; 69 students in the site type'B schools). Across the
three grade level comparisons (grade level. 3 with'4, 4 with 5, and 5
with 6) for the site type A schools,.5.4%'of the students experienced no
change in grade.eguivalent scores, 27.9% a gain from a month to 'a year,_
51.3% a gain of 1.1 or better, while 15.4% experienced a loss in Irade
equivalent* In terms of projected versus actual raw score differences,
the gains-were greater than would' be expected for the grade level 3 with
4 and 5 with 6 comparisons (significance level of .01 for both compar-.,
isons). Across the two site type B comparisons (grade level 4 with 5
and 5 with 6), 7.2% of the students experienced no change in grade
equivalent scores, 33.3% experienced a gain of from a month to a year,
36.2% a gain of 1.1 or better, and.23.2% 'experienced a loss in grade
equivalent. For the grade 5 with 6'site type B comparison, there was a
more significant decrease (.05 level) for the.projected versus actual °

raw score differences than would be expected over a one-year period. -

Objective 7 was jevestigated to acquire information from field test
faculties about skill mastery after instruction. Each of the 36. Levels

A to G skills had been offered for instruction in the site type A schools;
')

81
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ti

across ill strands-and skills', the grand totaX:percent masters after

instruction. was 71.9%. Instruction for the 25 skills encgmpassing -

Levels A to E had been offeredjn the one site type 8 schOol from.which.

data- had been receiVeds the grand total percent masters after inStruction

for- this school was 60.1%. . 4 .

Retention rates fdi skills, mastered at break-in as well,as after -

instruction were computed for objectiVe 8. There was in/interMission of
..

sliest eight weeks (56:daYs), or more betwee4the time mastery had beep,',

adsessed either at break-ih or fer postassessme4t after instruciton.and';-

,
the Center retesting-f6r retention. .

,

The grand total retention rate for skills mastered at,break-ihwes'

90.9% for the Site typeY4 schbols and 81.5% for, the site tYpe,*sChooli.

'Thamean number-of days between mastery and retesting for skilis masterede,'

.,at,break-in wae'96.0 and 68.9 respectively for site types A.and B. The

.grand total retention rate for skills mastered after instrudtApp was :-

'-73.0%..for teth site type gOups, while the mean numbee,of dayebetween

Mastery anci retesting for Skills mattered after instructio s 87.1 for

illathe sitte type-A schools end 77:2 for the site tyie B sch s. The .

overaUxetehtion rate across both mastery at break-ih d,Mastery after
.,

, .

instructionjas 85.3% for the site type &schools and 77.2%,for the'site_

0,.

type'B:schools.' ..:.-

-,-

e
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APPENDIX,

STATEMENT OF SKILLS AND- OBJEMWES
FOR THE WISCONSIN DESIGN FOR READING SKILL DEVEIOPMENT:

COMPREHENSION 1973-74 SMALL-SCALE FIELD TEST

`to
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11

Statement of Skills and Objectives for'Comprehension*

Small-Scale Field Test Edition

LEVEL A

1. Iden.4ifies a topic: pictures
C)**

Objective: Theçhild identifies the topic of a pitture.

2. Determines sequence: firet or last event0

Objective: After hearing a story, the Child selects the one of
four pictures that depicts the-first or last'event in the story.

3. Uses logical reasoning

a. Synthesizes information®

Objective: The child selects the one picture that d1cts the
two-event activity described in an oral sentence.

110
b. Predicts outcomes@

Ots

l,Objective: The child sel the one picture that .eta thq

outcome of an activity de ribed in an oral tence
.;'

:

_LEVEL B
*-

1. Identifies A topic: paragraphs®

Objective:
selection.

2. Determines sequence: event before or after(D

The child identifies,the topic Of a writtnitral\

es

3. Uses

Objevtive: The ,child selects the one picture that depid&the,_
outcdme,,of a three-event activity described in an oral sekence.

Objective: After hearing a itory, th ild selec.
three pictures that depicts the event curring imme
before or after apother pictured event in the story.,

01
l'reasoning: predicts outcomes(D-

, 6

* Objectives apply to the dhild's cOmprehension of Lfiten ai al .

. .

Levels C-G. Related prereqnisite Objectives at Levels A encl./5', açebased
.0 ..).

on pictures, orgy presented materials, and written materials thlare P;:*
read aloud to the child (written-oral).
** Number in ciicle.refere'to skill'nuebese An 1 40110wing..awakill
number-indicates that assessment must be rhdividually adminiitered.

83



4. Reads for detail

q0fectivd1 The child ans*ers questidns aboutIdetail forbid in
.-writtih-oral selection containing sentences written in the active2
v

LEVEL C

Identifies a topic; paragraphs@
,

Objective: The child identifies the topic of a writ

2. Determines sequence: event before or after®
ite

election.

Objective:: After hearing a Story, the child selects the one of
three statements that describes the event occurring tmmediately
before Or after another event described in a.ststimeht taken
from the story.

4111

3. Uses logical reasoning: determines cause-effect relationships®

ObjectiVe: The child determines'whether the relationship
between two statements is cause-effect.

4. Reads for detail

Notes detail in sentences in active voice@_
Objective: The ch* answersquestions abott, detail found in a
paragraph containin4Thentences written in hActive voice.

.b. Iribterprets negative sentences(?)

Objective: The child determines whether a restatement of d-
positive or negative sentence within a paragraph is true or
false. ,

El
dentifiesi'a. topic sentence()

) 2

bctIvq. The child identifieS the topic sentence of h

. '.rermiDes
11.

-seqUehce:
,4

explicit relationships()
,

.! ok
: Jective:: Given ons..or two sentences,containing-two or three
-events with explicit sequential relationships, the,child deter-
mineS.tligorder of events.

)04--

NOTE: Expl icit sequential relatiOnshipi are identified by..
specific cue words (e.g., next, finally).

11*

8%
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Reasons cleductil:rely(D
411,

Objective: Given a major a minor premise, the child determines

ir
whetfier a given conclusion s correct. 1

4. Reads for' detail

a.' Interprets sentences with clauses at the beginning or end(i)
4

Objective: The child determines whether a restatement of a
paragraph-eibedded seltence that has an introductory or '

terminal subordinate Clause is true or false.

b. Interprets sentences written in the passive voice()

*
Objective: The child determines whether a restat4ment of

a sentence wrillien in the passivik or active voice within a

paragraph is true or false.

5. Uses context clues: unknown words@

Objective: Ibe child uses the contextual devices of direct
,deeciptionighd cause-effect to determine the meaning of Am

: iiinknown word in,a sentence.

,LEVEL 4,

-,-1. Identifies a thain idea:* paragraph®

Objective: The child identifies the main idea of a paragraph

with pb topic sentence.' 427

2. Determines sequence: multiple explicit relationships&

Ojective: Given thr". to six
ta

sen * ces containing four to

.'six events sted with an explicit quential relationshiP,

.1*. the child determines the order of events.

,.%

I
.,,11., .

,

Objective: Aiegen°two or three premiees; either in .or ott of
otder, the44.1d determines wbether a-given conclusion ie
correptg;

. 4 Or

,4

4. Reads.for detgi : sentences.With onepentrally embedded part 6)
. (phrase or clausebetween subject eV verb)\=,

Objective- e child detbrniines whether a restatement of a
paragraph-eibeddéd Sentence that has one centrally embedded
part is true or false.

3. Reasons deductiv4y0

1;717.7
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Usep context clues: unknown words®

Determines the meaning of prefixes

Objective: The child uses the contextual devices of direct
description and contra:It to determine the meaning of an un-
known word in a sentence.

Objective: The'child determines the meaning'Of the prefixes
anti-, foret, in-, mid-L, mis-, mono-, non-, post-, pre-,
re-, semi-, sub-, super-, and uni-, when used with a known word
in cohtext.

#
LEVEL FA

46C.

1. Identifies a main idea: two Paragraphs0
i

Objective: Tlip child identifies the Main idea Of a passage'
containing twO paragraphs, either or both of which may have
topic senten

implicit relationships@2. Determines sequence:

dbjective: The child determines the order of'events from
scralirl.ed statements which.tcgether make a story with implicit
sequential-relationshiPs.

-.

NO/E: Implicit.sequential relatiofiships are identled from
the meaning conveyed in the Passage.

r
logical reasOning

40.4a*ons deductivelyl. thtse premises®.

- h

Objec4ve: Given two or threepremises, either in or out of ,

(:)rder,'the child determine* Whether a givenConclusion is
correcti incorrect, or indeterminable.

b. Recognizes an instance of a principle@

-Objective: 'Given a principle, the Child determines whether
specific events are instances of that principle.

4. .Reads for detail: sentences with one céntraj.y embedd part and
an,introductory or termina lause

*. Objectisipx Whe chil 'determines whether a,restatement of-a
- ' paragraphvembedded sentence that hatikone centrallyo.embedded

part and an.introductory or terminarClause is true or false.
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5. Determines the meaning of suffixes()

Objective: The child determines the meaning of the suffixes
-able, -an, -ee, -eer, -en, -es, -fy, -boodt. -1st, -Itis,
-less, -let, -or, and -ward, when used with a known word in
cpntext.

LiVEL G

1. Orders events along a time line(:)
0

Objective: Given a paragraph with-iMplicit sequential
relationships, the child places the.events in the correct
sequence on a'time line.

2. Uses logical reasoning

a. Reasons deduottvely(2)

Objective: The child identifies
arguments in context.

-.

b. Reesonifiductively0

amd solves logical

Objectivp: The childc'infe general primmtple frcm a
selectiOn in which.ntpecific ces of infeWition
supporting that general pri le are given.

'4;1(v (71
3. %Uses context clues: obscure meanings,of fmniliar wordsk,:i

a 'AI

-.Objective: The child deteiAinge the obscure meaning of a
familiar word in context by using the deVicee=of dause and
effect, direct deicriPtion, and contraSt.,, ,

Determines the meaning of pretixes

Objective: The child dete 'nes the meaning of the prefixes
ante-, counter=, de-4ken-, inter-, 104-a-, mal-, and trans-,
when used with a knot* word in context.

4.7A, 1:.19,11c :



APPENDIk B

SCHOOLS PARTICIPATING IN THE WISCONSIN
DEgIGN FOR READING SKILL DEVELOPMENT:

COMPREHENgION 1973-74 SMALL-SCALE FIELD TEST
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SCHOOL NAME

Columbue Elementary

McKinley Elementary

Loast Lane Elem.

Mhitney Elementary

Victor Elem.

McFarland Elem. and
Conrad Elvehjem
Middle School

Green Bay Avenue
Elementary

Philipp Elementary

Oregon
Elementary
Middle School

Fairmount Elem.

LOCATION

Appleton, WI

Appleton, WI

Eau Ciaire, WI

Green.Bay, WI

Kaukauna, W.

McFarland, WI

Milwaukee, WI

Milwaukee, WI

Oregon, MI

AY'

Golden, CO

SETTING

small city

small city

small city

ORGANIZATION
DESIGN
ELEMENTS*

small city

Small city

suburban or
fringe

p.

urban

urban

subtirb

fringe

multiage units

multiage units

multiage units
2

multiage units

'within grade units

multiage units

WA**

WA, SS:

WA, SS

WA

WA.

WA, SS

self= pik&wl
classrooms

self-contained
classrooms

4
WA, SS

k-%Jithin gAde units
multiage units

WA, SS

suburban self-contained
Classrooms

WA, .SS

"c

In additicn to- Comprehensftil at theftime of the field test
WA Word Attack; SS = Study Skills

-
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APPENDIX C

FIELD TEST MEMORANDUM
OF AGREEMENT
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT.

between-

Wisconsin Reeearcbi:andEevelopment Ceriter4or-CognitiveLearning.

,KThe Wisconsin Research and DeveloOnent.Center for Cognitive Learning (Center)

(District) gree cooperatively to field

'-'test during the 1973-74 academic year instructional materials for the Compie-

hension element oethe Wisconnin Design for Reading Skill Development.

The field'test will be conducted in

School(s) with all children in their

first through seventh (Gr. K-6) years of school. The Center agrees to supply

all materials required by the School(s).

"

The enter will provide,at no cast to the Diltrict:

1. All field test materials ior teachers and students.*

2. Test scoring service for the break-in tVing of all participating \

pupils.

3. Tests associated with thalathering of criterion data.

4. An inservice program for two representatives-from each schRol. The

prograM will 1) 'acquaint them with the field test materialloand
other instructional materials, 2) establish fi- test purPoses,

3) providorinformation regarding implementat 43he Comprehension
'etetent andq0 provide assistance relative toiniitrUctibnal inethods
and techniques. Zt willApolve one full diryin FallA1073, and
will be conducted ai the mutual convenience of t4e School and the
Center. Provisions for the inservice time will Og shared by the
District and the Center,so thelitcoriVeniently available school time
can be utilized wherever possible and wherever it is not possible:f#10r1!'
the Center will reimburse the representatives for their time. Th*O4k:

rate of reimbursement will be at the'hourly rate for.professionak
star establishediin the District salary schedule.

.11..it
. .

l'P:latillir 46 '.ii 4
.,

*Snch Materpals provided for,the eXclusive use of the participating
. 1

,PscbOol-andnuty ot be-reprOduced.for any purpoatkother than field-testing .

t.that school. .
---,.

'1.,. .

-.74!:,...4i,vlov , ,
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5. Consultant services as required.. However, the schoikstem
should recognize that the purpose of the field test is to
ascertain whether the product'can be*ed in a-system with the"'
support only of:the local cen AI-staff: If Center consultant
services are required to any gr at extek, the fieldtest could
be considered unsuccessful. Thi is not meant to imply that
we do not wish.to know of gaps in theexisting materials; we
simply wish to indicate that the system is expected to supply
the resources at hand normally provided.in support of.any
reading program.

6. Feedback" to'schocil sydtems 5egarding the field test results in
the form of a written report and oral reports.. Oral reports will
be provided periodically at the mutual convenience of the school
and the CenteAr Anloral report will be availableby.January,'1976,
wills written report to follow by January, .1976.

B. .The Distridt will ensve that eacIppartio+pating school:

lk

I. .ImpleMents the Comprehension element adcording to the guidelines
established in the materials and reviewed in theinservice pro-
gram.

r.

2. 1ProVideS all now-Design instructional meter ls necessary for
effectiVe implementation-of the Comprehens oh element.,

Otiur
3. Makes ayailable at least orie.half-day of staff inservice-for

participating teachers. This inservice will be conducted by
'the local leaders, who will have*participated iu the Center-
leclinservice. New teachers will repeive.additional orientation
to the Design in itsentirety.

. 4: Engages all,pligible K-6 pupils and staff in thepprtipipating
school ifl the program.

...

6. Devotes two hours weekly in each) school to the téathg -of
_ Comprehension. It iS understood that the time devotd to
-Comprehension is not necessarily additional qriculi time.
The Comprehension skills are projected to be fitegrated into

,Hexisting curriculum areas. InstructiOn will be based onAhe
itintinuous progress of the chiid without respqçt to grade Or-

deSignations.%

6. Provides up io 2 hours of pupil,time for the athering of
criterion data yearly, pr.pvided teachers to administer such tests,
apprises the'Center of the local testing program,and shares with
the Center any intelligence or achievement data from the parti-.
dipeting school gathered through the system's testinq'program.

94
4'

-
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t.

ft

40'
7.. Coordinates the achOol system's testing program with 'the.Center's

4testing program.

8. Pays any_shipping costs for sending,tests to the Center for

proceseing.

9. Informs the Center itn advance of sChool boundary changes
affecting over 10% of the enralment of a.given.sChoolipso that,
termination of the test at the soffectea.ggade levels can be
jointly considered,.

*
1

C. Tho term of this agreemeAtocill be from the time it is fully executed
until June 30, 1974. However, th0',Center reserved*the right to

-

gather foll.bw ough data untif_DIcesIber, 1974.

1'44-

Accepted 7

Willi
-Wisco

Cen

Bush, Deputy Director
search-and Development
Cognitive Learning

Date

Agree tot

(Signed)

.0

(Title) -

(District)

95*

Pate)
4.-.
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AGENDA FOR COMPREHENSION
FIELD TEST dbISERVICE
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AGENDA,
s

COMPREHENSION FIEW TEST INSERVICE

September 20, 1973
R & D. Center, 1025West Johnson Street

Conference Area I -.Rooms 247-253

Registration and Coffee

Introductions

Greetingd

Skills: Rationale for Selection

Comprehension Strana; - Sessions I and II
Session I
Sessionikl .

(Sessions I and II wi 1 run concurrently'.
ThoSe in Session I at 0:00 will go to
Session II-at 11:00 and viceversa.)

Coffee Break

-

1Comprehension Strands - Sessions I and IL,repeated

vs'

Luncheon -,Union Southi, Room 211
Address: "Common Sense in the Teadling
of Reading"

Field Test Expectations

Assessment

Local Inservice Plans

Scheduling far Instruction
GrOUp,A
GrouPrB
Group C ,

Group D
(Groups A-D will run concurrently.)

Study Skills Report

Inservice Evaluation.%

9 7

\i) 8:30-9:00

9:00-9:10

9:10-9:30

9:30-10:OP

10:00-10:45

10:45-11:06

11:00-11:45

12:00-1:15

1:3072v00

2:0072:30

2:30-2:45

2:45-3:15



APPENDIX E

SECOND VISIT INTERVIEW GUIDE:
PRINCIPAL OR READING SPECIALIST,

AND UNIT LEADER OR TEACHER

,)

A
9 8
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School

.Interview Guide
c

Comprehension Small-Scale Field Test.
.-- .' Second Vis±t:

. .

PrinciPal or .Reading/Specialist
l'

Interviewee .

Position

INSERVICE'

Date,

Monitor

.,

1. Did you leel that the R & D JCenter inservice provided sufficient,
information Jand materials aout the Comprehension program to

, .

conduct kou lepal inservic ?

2. If not, ho could the Cente inservice have ;Jeen more helpful?
,

(Be dpecii.c.).

3. Were thérje .weaknesses or problems associated with your.Iocal
inievice. If yes, please specify theirolfiturep ior example, was
it long, enough, complete enough?

p- 4
4: 'Have thei R & D Center requisite's fOr.effective implementation,

field test objectives,,ard schedule of field test activities been
communicated to your staff?

5. How mucl time eas been or will be preivided-ior keying local material;-:-')
to the iteaCher's resource file?,

, )

%

'Inservice

'Other.

,

6. Has any specific plan for keying materials been develo d?

.9 9



N

Principal/Reading Specialist
Page 2

7. Who is, or will.be, involved-in the keying?

8. Is,the Compendium Sampler being utilized by your staff?

SCHOOL READING PROGRAM

83

9. What is the overall, ofiicial.time allotment fw,reading in your
school ,(44nutes perday or minutes per Week)?'

-

Grade P Grade 3 Grade 5

Grade 2 Grade 4 Grade 6

10. Is language arts instructiOn included in the tAmeallottelto
reading, or does it have a time block of its own?

Comment:'

fl. What instructional areas of the Wisconsin Desi n are nOttincluded
in the reading or language arts time allotment? F example, is

time for Word Attack,.Comprehention, and Study Skill added on?

Comment:

12. Please describe the non-Design aspect ,of our EEades 1-6 reading'

program. Check all that apply and circ e the gil.de,level(s) to
whiCh they app151.

School Reading Program

a. Multitext°
Publishers

Grade Levels

a. 1 3 4 5 6

b. One basal text (with supplementary .texts) b. 1 2 3 4., 5 6-

Publisher

c. Basal 7 linguistic orientation c. 1 2 3 4 5 6

Publisher
.

d., IndivOualized (text or n ntext)

e. lInguage experience
4

1
.f. Other fl2345 62

d. l2 3 4 5 6

e. 1 2 3 4 5 6

Comment: N

ftn-



,
Priric1pa1/Reading Specialist

Page 3,

GENERAL

13. `Do you have enough mateiials to implement the Comprehension program?

How much (dollars) has been spent?

14- Whathave You done About teacheis,new-to the Design.this year?..

°

How many teachers are new to thl staff and at whatt-grade levels?

.

How many came from schools already using the,Design?

15. What do you see as the major obstacles tp ge"tting.the 'field test
/ off the ground?

,



tchopl
- :

. d
..i ...

,

nterview Guide
:

Comprehensi
,

,

Emall -So416 Field Telivi

Second Visit . .

'Unit Leader o r Tearier

Interviewee

Position

INSERVICE

Oate

$onitor

85

pr1. ,Did your laal Comprehension inse ovide you with, sufficient

information and preparation time s",lat skill group ineteuction
could have'begun soon afterward?'

-J
2. )Ii not, how could the inservice have' i,een tof 'More help/to you?

MATERIALS

v

s

3. ,check all of the following statemeuta.hat are true:
-

Time for keying looaelmateri4le.'W! vided during
local inservice. .

b. The CompendiUm Sampler was an ai'L

our.

,1

teXts that Ic. !cored baaThe R & D.Center had already a1s'or

d. I key materials as I'm taohing, or-lpr

use,

teach,
a skill. :

eparing to
.47

dfa
,

e I don't think that accurate keyIng be done until IJve
taught and become faMiliar With a skilI. .

f .

f Statement e iSespecially true for the ,reas9ning and
strands'. , It

.:

detail

ii'leying is more easily and accur8t I first fook
th

elY done 'f.t- for skill.over e teacher-directed activi ies



86

Unit Leader/Teacher
Page 2

4

I.

-11

h. The Teacher's Planning Guide provides sufficient flow-to--\-=

do-it information for implementation,of the Comtmehension.

program. (If you did not checkIhis item, please use a
Comment Card and be specific about the TPG's deficiencies)

i. The Addenda provides an adequite_description of the strands.
.

-Commentt:

IMPLEMENTATION
4

. 4. How many different skill groups are yOu usually teaching at the

'time?

5. Mho decides which' skills you te/ac next?'

6.. On what basis -1.1 the decision-made (e.g:, 'profile card inforMation)
"

IV

2,-

7: 41s\the decision based onjour own homeroom's skill needs, or on the
basis'iof a-larger group of childreh?

'

8: 'What usually happens to_the lowest 10% of the re

a. special grOvp.formed to hccommodate them

b. work with higher group above their hbilit level

c. often dq4't fit and do independent work

ers?

d, have tutoring (one-on-one) at the dippropriate level

e. work With'younger children who share' their common skills

I!
heeds

9. What usually happens to the\thi he t 10% ohhe readers?

a. special group formed to accomodate them

b. 'work with lower group below their abilitylevel

c. often don't fit and do-independent work

,d. adt as tutqrs

e.'-work. with olaer children Avho share their common skill needs

103



./ Unit-Leader/Teacher
.Page 3

87

/.
10. Did you select one of'the schedul.ing foNstruction plans offered -'

by.the R & D center? Ti4so, which One?
.-

..,. N,

4
If not, what schedule did.yqu use?

11. What skill(s) did yoyteach during the.last skill grqup,cycle?

.

To what age children?

12- How many days did your sic. 1 group last?

How many minutes did At mee --each day?

13. Check all Of the following s tements that aie true:

a; My skill groUp was formed by skewering the profile cards.

b. Only nonmasters received instruction.

c. used the stranO /koncept and taught the same skill at
more than one level;
Comment:'

d. The teacher-directed activities in the teacher's resource
file sufficiently supported instruction.

e. I had to supplemept the TRF.

f., My students enjoyed dorng, the activitTes froM the TRF.

The activities in the TRF were too di\fficult or frustrating
for some of my students-. (Be specific.with a Comment Card.)

Tile skill group should have, lasted longer (pr been shorter).

g-

i- I postassesssed after instruction.
A

I
I,was pleased with the nuMber of ,ttudents mastering the
skill aftert.instrupon.

.k. I have confidence in thejassessment program.

'

Comments:

104
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Unit Leader/Teacher
Page 4 .

4

14. do you use, or di you th
t

ink 17-oil will use, the growth charts?
s.;

15. Are the profile cards kept up-to-dete?

N
c

c

105

v
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. Inte

Interview Guide

Comprehension Small-Scale Field Test
. Third Visit

Principal or Reading Specialfst.

Position

0

Dat

Monitor

1. Are all classrocigteachers (Giades 1-6) in your building teachiftg the Design's

,
Comprehension skills?

4. Do kindergaren children receive instruction in word attack skills?
,

Did K teachers start Level A

Comprehension this semester?

3. Does your school hive instructional aides w are involved in teaChin

the ComPgiension skills?

A
what grade.levels? 0

Which of the following responsibilities are they usually assigbed with,
regard to Comprehension skill instruction?

,

'supervise students involved in'independent activities

.assistIteachers in,skill,instruction

teach skill groups

,prepare materials:to eachers to use

key materials for teachers to use

form skill grov4ps (skewer etc.)

dOinister tests

score tests"

notch.profile cards
10,7
AOther?',



Principal/Reading Specialist
: Page 2

4. For the field test report we need to know when (month) Comprehension
skill instrabtion,began for:

Grade

1

2

4

5

r

Month

5. Have any teachers changed either their implementation plan or schedule

since they first started?

91%

, If yes, please specify the changes, viten: (month) they ocurred, at
which grade level(s), and the number of teachers inm@lved.

6. Bow would you rate teacher reaction to the Design's comprehension program?

REACTIONS.

STAFF Negative Lukewarm Positive Enthusiastic

Most

Some

A few

Comments?

108



93 %

Principal/Reading Speciali'st
Page 3

7. What specificrecomMendations would you give to the Center for revising

the C rehension program? ,



93
Principal/Reading Specialist
Page.4

Questions 8-13 should be answered onlyiby thoSe schools that are imple-
menting Study Skills in addition to Word Attack and Comprehension.

We are interested in learning abott overall Design implementation in schools,
,that are.now implementing three of the elements--Word Attack, Study Skills,
and Comprehension. Some schools, for example, have a "skills period" every
_day during which Staff members alternate cycles ofWord Attack and CoMpre-
hension, or cycles of Comprehension,and Study Skills, etc. Some staffeem-
bets do not form skill gropO'sjor Study Skills, although they Provide
instruction in the Study Skills. Questions 8.6.13 deal with minageMent of
the Design wben staff memberS.are impleienting more than one element.

8: n the.chart belo please.Check, by grade.level4 all Design elements
for which there are formal skill groups (students are grouped on the
basis of non-maatery receive instruction, and are postassessed.)

0; .:,DESIGN ELEMENTS

GRADE Study S k i.1 1 s

LEVEL Word Attack Comptehension Maps Graphs-Tables Referentoes.

1

2 I.
3

4

5

6

9. We would like to know more'about the lines that You left blank on the,
chart in question 8. Forexample, did you,leave a line blank because'.
no instruction is being offered in that element? Or'did you leave it .
blank because teachers are offering skill instruction in that element,
but not in.formal skill groups?

Please go back to the chart and enter a "1" or a " " on the lines that
you left blank.

1.= no instiuction is being offered

2 7 instruction is offered, but not in formal skill groups

11 0
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Principal/Reading Specialist-
Page 5

lO. Do any grade leVels'or units alternate cycles of skill instruction in.
one Design element with another?

For example:

Alternate.cycles of Study,Ski11s, Word Attack,'and'Comprehension,
:instruction?

If "yes",-at mhat grade levels? -

Alternate Coliprehension and. Stildy,Skftls?

If "yes", at what,grade levels?

Alternate Comprehension'and.Word-Attack?

tl

If "yes", at what grade levels?:

. .

Alternate Word Attack and Study Skills?'

If yes", at what grade levels?

11. 'Are any grade levels or units grouping so that a student receives skill
ins uction every day in Word Attack, Comprehension, and Study. Skills?,

-

Your.school has been involved in the Design field test since 1970. Staff
members at your school are iimplementing more of the Desigm's elements (that
is, Word Attack, Study Skills, and Comprehension),than most other schools.
They have also beemimplementing for a longer'period of:time than most other
schools. In view of your experience and understanding'Of the program now,
pleaee ansWer questions 12 and-13 which deal with projections'about overall
Design implementation.

12. Is there enough timeAn a school day to schedule formal skill instruction
in Word Attack, Study Skills, and Compreheneion without using alternate
cYcles?

13. If you answered "yes" to guestion 12, is it reasonable to ask,teachers
to form skill groups so thaea student is in a Word Attack group, a
Study Skills group, and a Comprehension group regularly (without
alternating cycles)?

If "no", what is reasonable to ask teachers to do?



-*

a" Interview Guide

Comprehension Small-Scale Field Test
HThi4d Visit ,

Unit Leader, or Teacher

School Date

Interviewee

Position

95.

0 'a. Monitor

.

, . .

INTERVIEWEE: Please .1:lark your answerm ahead of time to question 20 (printed
on green). You may wish to familiarize yourgerf4'with'questions
1-19 which will be asked duringYthe interyiew. however, it is

,

not necessary for you. to write in ansWers to questions 1-,19.-

v

1. From which of the 'following groups see your Comprehension skill groups
forthed?

the whole grade level

'the whole unit

my Komeroom

Other?

developmentar reading groups

2. 'Who forms the skill groups?.

unit staf 0

unit'leader

ihstructional aide

homeroom teacher

developmental reading teacher

Other?

3. Are skill groups formed on the basis of-information froal profile cards .

or charts? s
ft not, on what basis

are.they formed?

112
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k
Unit Leader/ Teacher
Page 2

.4

4. What usually happens to a student when.he is
skill(s) you or your unit rare teaching?

he doe's independent-Work in

already.a master Of the
-

:

.,..

he ls, grouped for instruCtion on/la skill-Ale has mastered
/

. /.

. ...

i ,

he is grouped for- inStructionion, a skilllhe has, not Mastered-
.,..-

-Other?

with children krom another unit or grade level

1

/
ow Many Comprehension ski ,I,Aroups_are.you tatally-teaching?-,

one group

two groups

three group

-Other How many skills" are you usuall teacbing-

to.each grou 0 /

t
How Long do yolir Comprehension skil4 groups usually lait?

i .

days for I . minutes a dfy
c,

.",

7.' How Of n do'you usually regkoup for Comprehension skill instruction?

everY two weeks

every thiee weeks

every'fOur weeks

aver}, six weeks

ther?
-

. -Do yot alternate days or'weeks of,instrUction for:

WordAttack and Comprehension?

COmprehension and basal? .

CaMprehension and something else?

Otber?

,

9

113
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Unit Leader/Teacher
Peyle 3

4

9. For any skill, do a 1 the students in your groixp(d) receive the same
instruction, or do ou subgroupwithin a group, using different
materials with the ubgroups?

10: Do masters as well ap ponmaqprs sometimes-receitie ins

At what times?

ction in a skill?

11. Have you used the strand concept in'tkilfInstruction--giving instruc-
tion in a skill at more than onelskill level? .

r,
12. In'teaching the Design'ecoTprehension,skills, how

. of the materials listed below?

+IP
NONE LITTLE

teacher-made materials
(games, worksheets', etc.)

activities from'the Comprehension
Teacher's Resource Files (TRF)

bAlal workbook pages you like'

:

conpercial materials-that were keyed
for the TRF by the-k & D Center

commercial materials that were keyed
for the TRF by your school staff'

,

Other
a

intik do'you useeach

IL

SOME

a

MUCH

13. 'Have-you/added materials to folders in the teacher's resoutce files?

14, Do you test for-mastery after instruction?

-Which test form do you use? Form 1 Form II

1 . Are the C prehension pr filecards-or charts kept up-to-date?

114'
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Unit Leader/Teacher
Page 4

16. .Do new students receive brialc-in testing fo Comprehension?

How sedaare they usually tGsted after they' enrolled?

17... Have any students finished4 skill level since break7in testin4?
.

Ak.
. . .

DigPyou use pretesting strategies'with these students to see what skills
,

r).

they may have acquired at the next level?

If ygs', how did the pretesting ?ategies work?

118. Wh6 takes responsibility for-follow

progress? ,4
'e.''' ?-

7 ..
19. What specific recammendationii 'you give to the Center for revising

the Comprehensio4 progoam?

1

"7.-

115

J
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Unit Leader/Teacher
Page 5'

/
20., Please rate how you feel about statenlegkg 13

Str6n4ly
pis e ee

a,- The Wisconsin Design ha0 identified
skills that students need for
2eading!comprehension.

b. Students do not .need instructiowin
comprehension.skills they've
already mastered.

Mastery oethe ObjectiVeg,in.the,
Main Idea strand is essential for
reading.comprehension.

d. To effectively teach comprehension
skills, a,basal reader prograM is
needed AlOng with the Wiscon
Design. 4."

e. Mastery of the,objectives i the
Affixes strand is essentialAor
-.reading cOmprehension. fl.f

'

f: Mastery of the objectiveS,in the
Reasoning Strand is-essential for
eading ComElehension.

_

ing informal assessMent lteacher
judgment or observation) is'as ef-
feCtiVeas fOrmal asseSpent (tests)
for judging skill mastery.

h. Spending extra time to teach the:
Design's comprehension,skills is,
worthwhile.

The tests (Forms I and II) measure
the comprehenbion.behavioral
objectives.

j. The Wisconsin.Design alone is an
effective program for teaching
comprehension'skilis.

'

11 6

Neutral

1

99

Strongly.

Agree _Agree



100..
A

Unit Leader/Teacher
'Page-6

k. Mastery of the objectives in the
Context strand is essential for
reading èamprehension.

1. The Wisconsin Design enables me
to, teach comprehension skills

, better than any other program
I've.used.

m. Mastery of the objectives-in
the Sequence strand is essential
for reading comprehension.

Students can apply the aOmpre-
hension skills they've mastered.

o. Mastery of the objectives in the
petail strand is esdential for
reading camprehensión.

p. Teachers should help students
apply the comprehension skills
they have mastered.

S ongly ' Strongly
Di a ree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree

a
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APPENDIX G

FOURTH VISIT INTERVIEW GUIDE:
PRINCIPAL OR READING SPECIALIST,

AND UNIT LEADER OR TEACHER

vfit.

101

its
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School 416

Interview Guide

1973174 Com -scale Field Testehension Small
Fourth Visit

Principal or Reading specialist

Interviewee

POsition

Date

Intervieci

1S. Do you have any new Staff members this year?

no

yes
\ -.4gV

a." At what grade leveit?

b. What kind of inservice did theY receive?

2S. Has there been any:staff reorganization this Year? For example,

(a) Teachersiassigned,to a different.gr,ade level thiS year

al, Units reorganized.(multiunit sehoca)

(c) Different unit leaders (Multiunit sc hool)

(d) Other

If any of'a-d are true, explain

a

.4#

the changes: ,

No staff reorganization

3M. During the laat year.were commercial mater ihls orderA specifically°for
use with the Design's Comprehension progral?

Yes

119
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-

Principal/Reading Specialist
Page 2,

,

fo

sinceschool5M. During the summer, or --ed, wa or has any spe
-

tim be n set,:aside for keying-or preparatipn of teacher-made'materidls
has star

. . 4

e,Comprehension program?
.

Ao/ specific t ime not set aside; keying, etc. is ongoing,
1

.

.

Yes,
e
specific time set'aside. (Explain: Funded-summer project?-

SumMer inservice tiMS? Pall inservice time?) . .

-AO

..

61. Has Design Comprehenqi on s)0,1 instruction already started at ail grade
levels or in all units (multiUn t schoolg)?

Yes

has started do teachersHow long after school usUallywait before
beginnirig Des skill instrLictionT

No. Who.(grade.levels or units) an4 when do, they PAan.to start?

,

71. Do.,you know whether any teaChars br' unitshave altered last yeali's
strategy regarding the impleMentation Of Comprehension?

40

'Don't know

All teacher or the same as last yeakunit4 imPlementing

hnplerntjn aifferently frac} last yearSome,teachers or usit4

For whom different (what. gradel.evelS or units) and how different
(Changes in: s)ill groups -compOsition and 'number of days they
meet; time bloCk taugnti .6-me spat saF4.day,.,etc.L

120
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Principal/Heading Specialist
Page 3'

81. How did this year's grade
Comprehension program?

level 1 children "#reak-4n" for the Design's

(a) DorOt know

.(b) They're not in the progr'am yet

(c) They receivedbreak-in testing in SepteMber

',(d) They s4rted the'prOgraM in kindergarten:

D

- (1) administered booklets for break-in, received instruction,
,

postASseSsed
(2) no pretest (break-in):; all. rieceived instruction, all

poptassessed
(3), no'Pretest (break-in), all receiv instruction, no

posttest

Other (include any variations abSve categories.)

121

4.1



School

--Interview Guide

1973-74 Comprehengionemall2'SCale Field Test
Fourth Visit

Unit Leader or Teacher

Interviewee

Positibn

NOTE: If interviewee teethes grade level 1 o< is involved withrgrade level 1
students, ask_question 8 froM'Principal/Reading Specialist Iliterview

. Guide. 4

Date

105

Interviewer

*

oo,f1. Can you briefly review how you were implementing the Design's Comprehendion
program last year? (how often,regmup; how many weeks did skill groupings
'last; how many minutes groups met each day; did you "alternate cycles;"
groups formed within homeroom or unit, across homerooms; taught in
isolation oein reading group, etc.)

-a

21. Are you continuing with last year's impfg:ntation plan, or have you
altered it?

(a) Continuing with last year's plal

Have you started Comprehension skill instructiOn?
4,

Approximately when (week of school) did you start?

(b) Altered.last year's implementation plan

What are you doing differently?

What caused you to change?

Have you started Comprehension skill instruction?
4

Approximately when (week'of,school).did you start?,

122
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Unit Leader/Teacher,'
Page 2

31. Have you noticed whether any students have experienced skill loss or
Skill gain (Comprehension skills) over the summer?

Haven't really noticed or looksd for it

Looked. How did you check for it?
,4

What did you find? Skill loss

For'any skills in particular?

If skill loqp, what did you do about it?
4 N,

Skill.gain

4T. How have you placed this Fall's new students into the Comprehension
programZ

(a) New students receiving ikill instruction; no pretesting or
battery testing planned

(b) Break-in.testing via pretesting strategies. How was level to

administer rmined?.

(c) Break-in te ting via battery. How was level to adiinister
determined?'

Other:

5. How do you feel aboUt continuing with the Desiw's_Comprehension program
(negative; lukewarm, positive, enthusiastic)?

Are you ex-periencing any particular problema?

1:

123.



APPENDIX H

COMPREHENSION COMMENT' CARD
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Date,

Name

Comprehension

CoMment Card

SchoO1

Material affeöted (bespecific, e.g., include page number, level, skill
nuMber).

Queation/Problem,

Do you have any recommendations?

Success

125



APPENDIX I

POSTASSESSMENT FOLLCIAING
INStit0qiION PORN
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Ex

114

NoTEL This.questiopnaire should be filled olgt throughout this school Year
e4ch-Leacher. who is perticipating in the Comprehension small-scale field'

test. Return of this questionnaire to the R & D Center will be requested .

in key, 1974.

1
COMPREHENSION SMALlerSCALE FIELD TEST

School
(fill in school name)

Directions: Use a different line for each skill that you teach and postassess.
Enter-the information requested under each column.heading.

' POSTASSESSMENT FOLLOWING INSTRUCTION.

.Skill Date
'Level Number Assessed .

Number'in'

skill group-

Result
Masters *masters

2 107-26-73 20 16 4

A I

.127 4
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